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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Hollywood,  CA  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


RECEIVED 
JAN  OH,  1993 

HUB  LAW  OFFICES 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  not- 
for-profit  religious  corporation. 


Plaintiff, 


vs. 


GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  through 
25,  inclusive, 


Defendants . 


)  CASE  NO.  BC  052395 

) 

)  EX  PARTE  APPLICATION  FOR 
)  ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  WHY 
)  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT 
)  BE  HELD  IN  CONTEMPT; 

)  MEMORANDUM  OF  POINTS  AND 
)  AUTHORITIES;  DECLARATIONS 
)  OF  LAURIE  BARTILSON  AND 
)  KENDRICK  L.  MOXON  AND 
)  SUPPORTING  EXHIBITS 
) 

)  DATE;  December  31,  1992 
)  TIME:  1:30  p.m. 

)  DEPT:  88 

)  DISCOVERY  CUT-OFF:  None 
)  MOTION  CUT-OFF:  None 
)  TRIAL  DATE:  May  3,  1992 


TO  DEFENDANT  AND  GERALD  ARMSTRONG  AND  HIS  COUNSEL  OF  RECORD: 
Notice  is  hereby  given  that  on  December  31,  1992  at  1:30 
p.m.,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  the  matter  may  be  heard,  in 
Department  88  of  the  above-entitled  court,  located  at  111  North 
Hill  Street,  Los  Angeles,  California  90012,  plaintiff  Church  of 
Scientology  International  ("Church")  will  move  for  an  order  from 
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this  Court  directing  defendant  Gerald  Armstrong  ("Armstrong")  to 
appear  and  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  held  in  contempt  of 
this  Court  and  criminally  sanctioned  for  such  contempt.  This 
application  is  made  on  the  ground  that  Armstrong  has  knowingly 
violated  this  Court's  May  28,  1992  preliminary  injunction  order 
by  voluntarily  assisting  at  least  six  persons  litigating  or 
otherwise  pursuing  claims  against  the  Church,  affiliated  Churches 
of  Scientology  and/or  Church  staff.  All  of  the  targeted  Churches 
of  Scientology  and  staff  are  included  within  the  group  of 
protected  persons  referenced  in  the  May  28,  1992  Order.  The  six 
persons  who  Armstrong  has  admittedly  assisted  since  May  28,  1992 
include  Richard  and  Vicki  Aznaran.  Armstrong's  earlier 
assistance  to  the  Aznarans  was  central  to  the  Church's  successful 
preliminary  injunction  motion  in  this  case. 

While  the  Church  has  attempted  to  obtain,  informally, 
Armstrong's  compliance  with  this  Court's  May  28,  1992  Order 
during  the  past  six  months,  such  efforts  have  been  repeatedly 
rebuffed  by  Armstrong.  As  such,  the  Church  comes  to  no 
alternative  but  to  submit  this  application.  Coupled  with  his 
post-May  28,  1992  pronouncements  that  he  has  no  intention  of 
complying  with  any  such  order  of  the  Court,  Armstrong  is  clearly 
flaunting  the  authority  of  this  Court  in  a  manner  that  should  be 
criminally  sanctioned  by  fine  and/or  imprisonment  under  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  §  1218.  If  this  Court  does  enter  a  finding  of 
such  contempt  pursuant  to  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §  1209,  et 
seq . ,  the  Church  submits  that  Armstrong's  actions  also  warrant 
referral  to  the  District  Attorney  for  misdemeanor  prosecution 
under  Penal  Code  §  166(4). 
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Defendant  Armstrong  has  been  notified  of  this  Application 
pursuant  to  Law  and  Discovery  Policy  Manual  Para.  261,  et  seq. 


[Declaration  of  Kendrick  L.  Moxon.] 

This  application  is  based  upon  the  attached  memorandum  of 
points  and  authorities,  the  attached  Declaration  of  Laurie 
Bartilson  and  other  supporting  exhibits,  the  pleadings  and 
records  on  file  in  this  case  and  such  further  evidence  and 
argument  as  may  be  allowed  at  the  hearing  on  this  application. 
Dated:  December  31,  1992  Respectfully  submitted, 


Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 


BOWLES  &  MOXON 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  POINTS  AND  AUTHORITIES 


I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Plaintiff  Church  of  Scientology  International  ("the  Church") 
seeks  an  order  from  this  Court  that  will  halt  defendant 
Armstrong's  repeated,  deliberate  violations  of  the  May  28,  1992 
preliminary  injunction  order  ("May  28  Order") .  The  May  28  Order 
bars  Armstrong  from  voluntarily  assisting  persons  who  are,  inter 
alia .  litigating  or  intending  to  litigate  against  the  Church,  its 
affiliated  Churches  of  Scientology  and  their  staffs.  From  post¬ 
injunction  discovery  in  this  case,  a  bizarre  letter  written  by 
Armstrong  to  plaintiff's  counsel  and  copied  to  35  others,  and, 
mostly  recently,  the  receipt  by  plaintiff's  counsel  of  a 
videotaped  interview  of  Armstrong  with  at  least  one  active  anti- 
Church  litigant,  it  is  clear  that  Armstrong  —  true  to  his  June 
24,  1992  sworn  assertion  that  he  would  never  comply  with  the  May 
28  Order  —  has  embarked  on  a  willful,  knowing  and  defiant 
campaign  to  violate  that  Order  by  aiding  persons  preparing 
prospective  lawsuits  or  actually  litigating  against  the  Church, 
including,  again,  Richard  and  Vicki  Aznaran.  Indeed,  Armstrong 
has  sworn  under  oath  that  he  has  no  intention  of  complying  with 
this  Court's  order;  every  attempt  made  by  plaintiff  to  obtain 
compliance  has  been  met  with  derision,  defiance  and  concocted 
claims  of  "privilege."  It  is  for  these  actions,  enumerated  in 
the  supporting  declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  that  Armstrong 
should  be  made  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  found  to  be  in 
criminal  contempt  of  the  May  28  Order. 

/// 
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II. 


FACTUAL  STATEMENT 


A.  The  May  28  Order  and  Armstrong's  Sworn 
Intention  to  Disregard  It 

The  May  28  Order  clearly  states  its  prohibitions  against 
Armstrong's  voluntary  assistance  of  claimants  adverse  to  the 
Church: 


Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  per¬ 
sons  acting  in  concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (ex¬ 
cluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are  not  said  defendant's 
agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and  enjoined 
during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order 
of  this  court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of 
the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmen¬ 
tal  organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to 
press,  intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate 
a  claim  against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1.  of 
the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December  1986  regarding  such  claim  or 
regarding  pressing,  arbitrating  or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a 
governmental  organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating 
a  claim  against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of 
the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

[Exhibit  A,  May  28  Order,  p.  2,  6.]  These  particular 

prohibitions  against  Armstrong  voluntarily  assisting  litigants 


and  other  claimants  were  based  on  paragraph  7G  of  the  December, 
1986  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement" 
("Settlement  Agreement")  referenced  in  the  Order,1  which  this 


Paragraph  7G  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  states: 

Plaintiff  [Armstrong]  agrees  that  he  will  not  voluntarily 
assist  or  cooperate  with  any  person  adverse  to  Scientology  in  any 
proceeding  against  any  of  the  Scientology  organizations,  individ¬ 
uals,  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  Plaintiff  also 
agrees  that  he  will  not  cooperate  in  any  manner  with  any  organi¬ 
zation  aligned  against  Scientology.  [Exhibit  B,  Settlement 
Agreement . ] 
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Court  found  the  Church  held  a  reasonable  probability  of  enforcing 
after  trial.  [Id.,  p.  1,  f  3.2] 

Less  than  a  month  after  the  May  28  Order  was  issued, 
Armstrong  asserted  under  oath  in  deposition  that  he  would  not 
honor  its  terms:3 
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2  As  to  the  persons  protected  by  this  prohibition  against 
assistance  of  adversaries,  paragraph  1  of  the  Settlement 
Agreement  states,  in  relevant  part:  ".  .  .the  officers,  agents, 
representative  employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors, 
assigns,  and  legal  counsel  of  [Church  of  Scientology 
International]  as  well  as  the  Church  of  Scientology  California, 
its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers, 
directors,  successors,  assigned  and  legal  counsel;  Religious 
Technology  Center,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives, 
employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal 
counsel;  all  Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations 
and  entities  and  their  officers,  agents,  representatives, 
employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal 
counsel;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his  heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate  and  its 
executor;  Author's  Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries  and  its 
trustee ;  and  Mary  Sue  Hubbard  ..." 
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3  Armstrong's  intentional  disregard  for  the  court's  orders 
in  this  case  was  also  demonstrated  by  his  actions  subsequent  to 
the  March  5,  1992  issuance  the  temporary  restraining  order  by 
Judge  Duff icy  of  the  Marin  County  Superior  Court  ("Armstrong 
TRO") .  As  the  court's  record  shows,  the  Armstrong  TRO  restrained 
him,  inter  alia .  from  disclosing  his  experiences  to  third  par¬ 
ties,  including  the  press,  as  well  as  from  assisting  actual  and 
prospective  anti-Church  litigants.  However,  through  the  March  12, 
1992  deposition  testimony  in  the  matter  of  Hunziker,  et  al .  v. 
Applied  Materials,  et  al..  Santa  Clara  County  Superior  Court  No. 
692629,  Armstrong  revealed  that  he  was  actively  assisting  the 
plaintiffs  in  that  case  in  violation  of  the  Armstrong  TRO  with 
negative  materials  on  Scientology  [Exhibit  C,  March  12  deposition 
of  Gerald  Armstrong  in  Hunziker.  pp.  254-256,  323-330]  and,  in 
his  October  7,  1992  deposition  in  the  instant  case,  admitted  that 
he  had:  (a)  had  discussions  with  Time  Magazine  reporter  Richard 
Behar  regarding  the  latter's  litigation  against  the  Church  in  the 
matter  of  Church  of  Scientology  International  v.  Time  Warner, 
Inc.,  Richard  Behar.  et  al..  U.S.  District  Court,  Southern 
District  of  New  York,  No.  92  Civ.  3024(PKL);  and  (b)  participated 
in  the  issuance  of  a  press  release  critical  of  the  Church  and  the 
Armstrong  TRO  on  March  19,  1992.  [Exhibit  D,  October  7,  1992 
Deposition  of  Gerald  Armstrong,  pp.  338-339,  386-387;  Exhibit  E, 
press  release.]  As  this  Court's  record  also  shows,  on  March  27, 
1992,  Judge  Duff icy  extended  the  Armstrong  TRO  to  May  11,  1992. 
Nevertheless,  Armstrong  continued  to  violate  that  restraining 

(continued. . . ) 
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I  have  absolutely  no  intention  of  honoring  that 
settlement  agreement.  I  cannot.  I  cannot  logically.  I 
cannot  ethically.  I  cannot  morally.  I  cannot 
psychically.  I  cannot  philosophically.  I  cannot 
spiritually.  I  cannot  in  any  way.  And  it  is  firmly  my 
intention  to  not  honor  it. 

Q.  No  matter  what  a  court  says? 

A.  No  court  can  order  it.  They're  going  to  have 
to  kill  me. 

[Exhibit  F,  June  24,  1992  deposition  of  Gerald  Armstrong,  p.  124; 
Declaration  of  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  f  4.3 4] 

Armstrong's  intention  to  ignore  the  May  28  Order  was 
reiterated  in  a  letter  sent  by  Armstrong  to  plaintiff's  counsel, 
dated  December  22,  1992.  [Exhibit  G.]  In  that  letter,  which  is 
copied  to  his  own  attorneys  but  not  sent  by  them,5  Armstrong 
threatens  that,  if  he  is  not  paid  $500,000  and  this  lawsuit 
dismissed,  he  intends  to  travel  voluntarily  to  South  Africa  to 
testify  against  a  church  of  Scientology,  give  interviews  to  the 
media,  and  voluntarily  assist  anyone  and  everyone  opposing 
Churches  that  he  can  locate.  [Id.,  pp.  3,  4,  6,  7,  8.]  Expressing 


3 ( . . . continued) 

order,  conducting  post-extension  hearing  interviews  with  the 
press  on  March  27,  1992  (Don  Knapp  of  CNN),  in  April,  1992 
(William  Horne  of  American  Lawyer  Magazine)  and,  possibly,  with 
Behar.  [Exhibit  D,  Armstrong  Deposition,  pp.  342-344,  348-355, 
386-387.] 

4  Similarly,  Armstrong  has  confirmed  that  he  indicated  to 
Los  Angeles  Times  reporter  Robert  Welkos  his,  Armstrong's, 
intention  not  to  comply  with  the  May  28  Order.  [Exhibit  D, 

October  7,  1992  Armstrong  Deposition,  pp.  378-379;  Declaration  of 
Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  f  5.] 

5  In  what  can  only  be  described  as  deliberate  harassment, 
Armstrong  also  sent  copies  of  the  letter  to  35  individuals  and 
groups,  including  anti-Church  litigants,  such  as  Vicki  and 
Richard  Aznaran,  Larry  Wollersheim  and  Joseph  Yanny,  and  lawyers 
who  represent  clients  in  actions  brought  against  one  of  more 
churches,  including  Toby  Plevin,  John  Elstead,  and  Dan  Leipold. 
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the  viewpoint  that  the  May  28  Order  places  no  restrictions 

whatsoever  on  his  conduct,  Armstrong  states: 

I  consider  myself  free  to  do  anything  anyone  can, 
except  testify  absent  a  subpoena.  Much  of  what  I  am 
permitted  to  do  I  am  going  to  do.  .  .  . 

I  will  continue  to  associate  with  and  befriend  all 
those  people  I  consider  you  attack  unjustly  and 
senselessly.  I  will  make  my  knowledge  and  support 
available  to  the  Cult  Awareness  Network,  a  group  of 
people  of  good  will  you  vilify,  in  all  the  litigation 
you  have  fomented  against  them®.  ...  I  will  even 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  entities 
like  Time  and  people  like  Rich  Behar  in  their  defenses 
from  your  attacks.7 

[Exhibit  G,  p.  3.]  In  that  same  letter,  Armstrong  makes  plain 
the  personal  contempt  which  he  has  for  a  Court  which  would  rule 
against  him: 

There  is  also,  as  mentioned  above,  the  fact  that 
in  order  to  defend  myself  from  your  attacks  and  to  fund 
the  defense  of  the  litigation  you  have  fomented  I  must 
speak  and  must  publish.  I'm  sure  you  understand  that  I 
remain  completely  confident  that  no  court .  other  than 
the  odd  one  your  mercenaries  are  able  to  compromise 

with  bucks,  babes  or  bull,  will  order  me  not  to  defend 

myself. 

[Id.  p.  5]. 

B.  Armstrong's  Contemptuous  Violation  of 
The  Mav  28  Order 

Since  the  May  28  Order,  Armstrong  has  defiantly  aided  at 


The  Cult  Awareness  Network  is  an  anti-religious  group  that 
advocates  the  kidnapping  and  forcible  "deprogramming"  of 
individuals  belonging  to  religions  which  they  have  identified  as 
"cults."  While  the  Church  is  not  presently  suing  the  Cult 
Awareness  Network  in  any  litigation,  the  president  of  the  Cult 
Awareness  Network,  Cynthia  Kisser,  has  initiated  an  action 
against  the  Church  and  its  president,  Heber  Jentzsch.  [Bartilson 
Dec. ,  H  17 . ] 

Behar  is  the  author  of  a  Time  cover  story  concerning  the 
Church  which  ran  in  May,  1991.  The  Church  is  presently  engaged 
in  a  lawsuit  against  Time  and  Behar  for  defamation.  [Bartilson 
Dec. ,  18] 
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least  six  claimants  and  litigants  that  fall  within  the  above 
quoted  prohibitions.  That  provision  of  voluntary  assistance  has 
included  the  following: 

1 .  Vicki  and  Richard  Aznaran 

As  initially  raised  in  the  Church's  February  4,  1992 
preliminary  injunction  motion  in  this  case,  Armstrong  continues 
to  be  employed  as  a  paralegal  at  the  law  offices  of  his  counsel 
Ford  Greene.  [Exhibit  H,  July  22,  1992  Deposition  of  Gerald 
Armstrong,  pp.  186-189;  Bartilson  Dec.,  5  6];  see  also .  February 
4,  1992  Memorandum  of  Points  and  Authorities  in  Support  of 
Plaintiff's  Motion  for  Preliminary  Injunction  for  Breach  of 
Contract  ("Injunction  Memorandum"),  pp.  2-3. 

A  central  point  raised  in  the  Church's  Injunction  Memorandum 
was  Armstrong's  assistance  via  Ford  Greene  to  anti-Church 
litigants  Richard  and  Vicki  Aznaran.  Id.  It  came  to  Church 
counsel's  attention  in  early  July,  1992  that  Mr.  Greene,  after  a 
hiatus,  was  again  representing  the  Aznarans  in  the  matter  of 
Vicki  Aznaran  and  Richard  Aznaran  v.  Church  of  Scientology 

International,  et  al..  U.S.  District  Court,  Central  District  of 
California  No.  CV-88-1786-JMI (Ex) .  Consequently,  a  letter  was 
sent  on  July  7,  1992  seeking  Armstrong's  and  Greene's  undertaking 
that  Armstrong  would  not  violate  the  May  28  Order  by  Armstrong's 
assistance  in  the  Aznarans'  case.  [Exhibit  I,  July  7,  1992 
Bartilson  letter;  Bartilson  Dec.,  }[  7.]  In  a  July  11,  1992 
response,  Mr.  Greene  declined  to  make  any  such  assurances. 
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[Exhibit  J,  July  11,  1992  Greene  letter;  Bartilson  Dec.,  5  8.8] 
However,  as  Greene's  paralegal,  Armstrong  has,  since  Greene's 
July  11  letter,  admitted  to  "broadly  discussing"  with  the  Aznar- 
ans  matters  concerning  their  case  against  the  Church  and  has 
assisted  in  the  relay  of  communications  between  the  Aznarans  and 
Greene.  [Exhibit  D,  October  8  Armstrong  Deposition,  pp.  448- 
451.]  [See  also,  Exhibit  K,  July  18,  1992  Bartilson  letter 
documenting  Armstrong's  direct  contact  relating  to  the  Aznaran 
case  and  requesting  again  that  he  cease  and  desist;  Exhibit  L, 
July  30,  1992  proofs  of  service  executed  by  Armstrong  in  the 
Aznaran  case;  Bartilson  Dec.,  55  8-11.]  While  his  counsel  has 
raised  work  product  and  attorney— client  communications  objections 
to  disclosing  the  content  of  Armstrong's  communications  with  the 
Aznarans  [see  footnote  7  and  Exhibit  D,  pp.  448-451;  Exhibit  J, 
Greene's  July  11,  1992  letter],  Armstrong's  admissions  of 
assistance  are  ample  evidence  of  his  knowing  violation  of  the  May 
28  Order. 

2 •  Tillie  Good,  Denise  Cantin  and  Ed  Roberts 

Moreover,  Armstrong  has  admitted  providing  assistance 
through  Greene  to  three  other  potential  litigants  pursuing  claims 
against  Church  entities  that  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  May  28 

.  Greene's  letter  was  an  early  indication  of  the  manner 

in  which  he  and  Armstrong  would  attempt  to  avoid  compliance  with 
the  May  28  Order,  first  disingenuously  labelling  it  "somewhat 
cryptic  and  difficult  to  enforce"  and  then  claiming  that 
confirmation  of  whether  or  not  Armstrong  was  violating  that  order 
as  Greene's  paralegal  invaded  Greene's  clients'  attorney  work 
product  and  confidential  communications  privileges.  Id. 

However,  as  shown  by  Armstrong's  subsequent  actions  and 
admissions,  there  is  no  doubt  that  Armstrong  has  used  his 
paralegal  position  in  Mr.  Greene's  office  to  engage  in  repeated 
violations  of  the  May  28  order.  v 
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Order;  (a)  Tillie  Good;  (b)  Denise  Cantin;  and  (c)  Ed  Roberts. 
[Exhibit  D,  October  8  Armstrong  Deposition,  pp.  451-458; 

Exhibit  M,  July  19,  1992  demand  letter  regarding  Tillie  Hanna 
Good;  Exhibit  N,  July  2,  1992  demand  letter  regarding  Denise 
Cantin;  Exhibit  O,  September  4,  1992  demand  letter  regarding  Ed 
Roberts;  Bartilson  Dec.,  j  12.]  While  Mr.  Greene  again 
foreclosed  inquiry  into  the  specifics  of  Armstrong's  assistance 
in  these  cases  [Exhibit  C  at  451-458],  Armstrong  did  admit  that 
he  had  met  with  and  interviewed  Mr.  Roberts  concerning  the 
latter's  Church  dispute  and  has  spoken  with  him  some  seven  times 
since  then.  [Id.  at  455-457.] 

Indeed,  Armstrong's  assistance  to  Mr.  Roberts  is  apparently 
independent  of  any  assistance  which  Armstrong  provides  to  Mr. 
Greene.  In  his  December  22  letter,  Armstrong  asserted  that  he 
"is  the  only  person  in  the  world  willing  to  help  Mr.  Roberts 
against  your  organization."  [Exhibit  G,  p.  7.]  in  that  letter, 
Armstrong  includes  the  payment  of  an  unspecified  amount  to  Mr. 
Roberts  as  a  "condition"  to  the  ending  of  Armstrong's  campaign  of 
harassment  against  the  Church.  [Id.  p.  6-7.] 

As  with  his  assistance  to  the  Aznarans,  Armstrong's  work 
with  these  three  litigants  violates  the  letter  and  intent  of  the 
May  28  Order. 

3.  Jerry  Whitfield 

In  addition,  the  Church  has  just  learned  that  Armstrong 
engaged  in  a  lengthy  videotaped  interview  on  November  6,  1992 
concerning  his  purported  Church  experiences  with  anti-Church 
litigant  Jerry  Whitfield  and  others.  [Exhibit  P,  transcript  of 
November  6,  1992  interview  at  convention  of  the  Cult  Awareness 
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Network;  Exhibit  Q,  videotape  thereof;  Bartilson  Dec.,  f  21.] 
Whitfield,  a  self-proclaimed  "specialist”  in  the  "deprogramming" 
of  Church  of  Scientology  parishioners,  is  currently  a  defendant 
in  a  false  imprisonment  and  false  arrest  suit  brought  by  Church 
staff  member  Angel  Casillas,  Angel  Casillas  v.  Jerry  Whitfield. 
Hanna  Whitfield  and  Does  1-25.  Los  Angeles  Municipal  Court  Case 
No.  91K49349 . 

The  November  6  interview  —  in  which  Armstrong  admits  his 
actions  are  in  violation  of  the  May  28  order9  —  demonstrates 
conclusively  that  Armstrong  knowingly  has  chosen  to  disregard  and 
flaunt  the  Preliminary  Injunction  issued  by  this  Court.  In 
supplying  Whitfield  with  a  video  tape  for  Whitfield's  use  in 
forcible  deprogrammings  to  force  unwilling  Scientologists  to 
renounce  their  faith  and  for  possible  use  in  the  Casillas  case, 
Armstrong  has  once  again  directly  and  voluntarily  supported  an 
adverse  litigant  to  the  Church.  Indeed,  the  making  of  the  video 
tape  by  Armstrong  at  all  is  another  deliberate  violation  or  yet 
another  provision  of  the  Settlement  Agreement  itself,  as  well  as 
a  violation  of  the  preliminary  injunction.  In  Paragraph  6(D)  of 
the  Agreement,  Armstrong  agreed,  inter  alia. 

[N]ever  to  create  or  publish  or  attempt  to  publish, 

and/or  assist  another  to  create  for  publication  by 


While  again  proclaiming  that  he  will  never  comply  with  the 
order,  Armstrong  acknowledges  that  the  interview  itself  is  in 
violation:  "I  cannot,  except  pursuant  to  a  subpoena,  assist 
someone  intending  to  file  a  claim  or  pressing  a  claim  against  the 
organization.  Now  then  we  are  appealing  even  that  narrow  ruling, 
because  that ' s  unenforceable  because  if  you  construe  that  my  ... 
that  this  video  could  possibly  indirectly  help  someone  in  the 
future,  I  can't  do  this.  And  not  only  that  but  if  you  consider 
that  my  existence  indirectly  or  directly  helps  someone,  then  I'll 
oblige  to  take  my  own  life.  In  other  words  I  must  stop  breath¬ 
ing."  Exhibit  P,  November  6  interview  transcript,  p.  31. 
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means  of  magazine,  article,  book  or  other  similar  form, 
any  writing  or  to  broadcast  of  to  assist  another  to 
create,  write,  film  or  video  tape  or  audio  tape  any 
show,  program  or  movie,  or  to  grant  interviews  or 
discuss  with  others,  concerning  their  experiences  with 
the  Church  of  Scientology,  or  concerning  their  personal 
or  indirectly  acquired  knowledge  or  information 
concerning  the  Church  of  Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or 
any  of  the  organizations,  individuals  and  entities 
listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  [Armstrong]  further 
agrees  that  he  will  maintain  strict  confidentiality  and 
silence  with  respect  to  his  experiences  with  the  Church 
of  Scientology  and  any  knowledge  or  information  he  may 
have  concerning  the  Church  of  Scientology,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard,  or  any  of  the  organizations,  individuals  and 
entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  .  .  . 
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Armstrong's  production,  with  Whitfield,  of  a  videotaped 
interview  which  purports  to  discuss  both  his  and  Whitfield's 
experiences  with  the  Church,  and  which  was  created  to  be  shown  by 
Whitfield  to  victims  he  hopes  to  "deprogram"  from  the  Scientology 
faith,  despite  the  Agreement,  despite  the  May  28  Order,  and. 
despite  repeated  notice  from  counsel  for  plaintiff  that  plaintiff 
intended  to  enforce  both  the  Agreement  and  the  May  28  Order 
demonstrate  most  eloquently  the  contempt  which  Armstrong  has  for 
the  legal  process,  plaintiff's  rights,  and  this  Court.  His 
defiance  is  not  accidental  or  a  minor  misstep:  it  is  deliberate, 
flagrant,  defiant  contempt.  If  ever  a  case  cried  out  for  the 
issuance  of  an  order  to  show  cause,  this  is  that  case. 
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III. 

DISCUSSION 

The  Church  seeks  an  order  to  show  cause  why  Armstrong  should 
not  be  held  in  criminal  contempt  of  the  May  28  Order.10  As 
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The  Church  does  not  seek  a  civil  contempt  of  the  May  28 
Order  as  coercive  confinement  would,  at  best,  result  in 
Armstrong's  "promise"  not  to  violate  that  order,  clearly  a 
meaningless  act  in  light  of  Armstrong's  demonstrable  lack  of 

(continued. . . ) 
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embodied  in  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §  1209  et  sea. ,  the  Court  has 
the  power  to  punish  acts,  such  as  Armstrong's,  which  impede  and 
obstruct  the  discharge  of  its  duties.  See,  Morelli  v.  Superior 
Court  (1969)  1  Cal. 3d  328,  333,  82  Cal.Rptr.  375  (criminal 
contempt  proceedings  arising  out  of  a  civil  action  are  aimed  at 
the  vindication  of  the  authority  of  the  court) . 

Violations  of  court  orders  constitute  contempt.  This  Court 
has  inherent  power  to  enforce  execution  of  its  equity  decrees. 
Brown  v.  Brown  (1971)  22  Cal.App.3d  82,  84,  99  Cal.Rptr.  311 
(same).  Moreover,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §  1209(a)  specifically 
provides,  in  relevant  part: 

[T]he  following  acts  or  omissions  in  respect  to  a  court 
of  justice,  or  proceedings  therein,  are  contempts  of 
the  authority  of  the  court: 

•  •  • 

5.  Disobedience  of  any  lawful  .  .  .  order  ...  of  the 
court. 

See  also.  Reliable  Enterprises,  Inc,  v.  Superior  Court  (1984)  158 
Cal.App.3d  604,  204  Cal.Rptr.  786  (criminal  contempt  adjudication 
for  violation  of  preliminary  injunction  upheld) ;  Pacific 
Telephone  and  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Superior  Court  (1968)  265 
Cal.App.2d  370,  72  Cal.Rptr.  177  (Section  1209  contempt 
proceedings  are  special  proceedings,  criminal  in  character  and 
intended  to  implement  the  inherent  power  of  the  court  to  enforce 
its  lawful  orders) ;  Vanderstok  v.  Bank  of  America  (1972)  29 
Cal.App.3d  731,  734,  105  Cal.Rptr.  699  (contempt  proceeding  is  a 
proper  process  for  enforcement  of  an  injunction  order) . 

10  ( .  .  .  continued) 

credibility  on  undertakings  to  honor  his  agreements. 
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In  order  to  establish  such  an  indirect  contempt  committed 
out  of  the  immediate  presence  of  the  court,  the  moving  party  must 
demonstrate  by  sworn  statement  facts  constituting  the  violation 
of  the  court's  order.  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §  1211.  The 
moving  party's  affidavit  or  declaration  "need  only  make  a  prima* 
facie  showing  of  the  elements  of  contempt.  Those  elements  are 
that  the  court  made  a  lawful  order;  the  person  cited  for  contempt 
had  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  order;  and  the  person  was  able  to 
comply,  yet  willfully  disobeyed  the  order."  Crawford  v. 

W.C.A.B. .  (1989)  213  Cal.App.3d  156,  169,  259  Cal.Rptr.  414,  422- 

423  . 

The  Church,  through  the  accompanying  declaration  of  Laurie 
J.  Bartilson,  has  met  each  of  these  requirements.  Present  at  the 
depositions  in  which  Armstrong  made  the  admissions  specified  in 
Section  II,  supra .  the  recipient  of  the  phone  call  and  proofs  of 
service  Armstrong  effected  in  aid  of  the  Aznaran's  case,  and  the 
recipient  of  Armstrong's  December  22  letter,  Ms.  Bartilson 
establishes  through  her  declaration:  (a)  Issuance  of  the  valid 
May  28  Order;  (b)  Notice  to  Armstrong  of  the  May  28  Order 
(through  notice  to  his  attorneys,  in  the  manner  authorized  by  the 
Court,  on  June  5,  1992)  [Bartilson  Dec.,  5  3  and  Exhibit  S] ; 

(c)  Armstrong's  knowledge  of  the  May  28  Order  (through  his 
statements  that  he  was  aware  of  but  would  never  comply  with  such 
order)  [Bartilson  Dec.,  4,  5,  9,  10  and  13];  (d)  Armstrong's 
ability  to  have  complied  with  such  order  (through  his  actions  of 
assistance  to  anti-Church  litigants,  Armstrong  is  just  as  able  to 
desist  from  such  actions)  [Bartilson  Dec.,  55  4,  5,  9,  11,  12  and 
13];  and  (e)  Armstrong's  willful  disobedience  of  the  subject 
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order  (through  his  refusal  to  cease  and  desist  from  the 
prohibited  assistance  after  direct  notice  and  demand  by  Church 
counsel)  [Bartilson  Dec.,  4 ,  5,  9,  11,  12,  13  and  14.] 

Accordingly,  Armstrong  should  be  ordered  to  Show  Cause  why 
he  should  not  be  held  in  criminal  contempt  of  this  Court,  with 
punishment  in  the  form  of  fine  not  to  exceed  $1,000.00  and  jail 
time  not  to  exceed  five  days  as  this  Court  sees  fit.  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  §  1218.  The  Court  should  exercise  all  of  its 
available  powers  to  impress  upon  Armstrong  that  its  orders  mean 
what  they  say  and  will  be  enforced,  despite  the  intransigence  of 
an  enjoined  party.  Indeed,  incarceration  is  an  unusually  viable 
vehicle  for  impressing  upon  Armstrong  the  import  of  his 
obligations,  inasmuch  as  Armstrong  has  publicly  disavowed  money 
as  a  meaningful  or  valuable  commodity.  [Exhibit  R. ]  Moreover, 
with  Armstrong  expressing  his  "to  the  grave"  defiance  of  the  May 
28  Order,  the  Church  submits  that  upon  a  finding  of  contempt 
under  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  §  1209,  et  seq. .  referral  to  the 
District  Attorney  for  misdemeanor  prosecution  under  Penal  Code  § 
166(4)  is  also  appropriate  to  address  such  a  defiant,  willful 
challenge  to  the  Court's  authority. 

IV. 

CONCLUSION 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  plaintiff  Church  respectfully 
requests  that  the  Court  order  that  Armstrong  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  be  held  in  contempt  of  court  and  why  plaintiff  Church 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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should  not  be  awarded  its  costs,  including  attorneys'  fees,  in 
bringing  this  motion. 

Dated:  December  31,  1992  Respectfully  submitted, 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 


BOWLES  &  MOXON 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


H:\ARM3TR0N\ARM.03C 
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Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 
235  Montgomery  Street 
Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 
(415)  391-3900 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Hollywood,  CA  90028 
(213)  661-4030 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE 
FOR  THE  COUNTY  - 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  not- 
for-profit  religious  corporation, 

Plaintiff , 

vs. 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  through 
25,  inclusive, 

Defendants . 


I,  LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  hereby 
1.  I  am  a  member  of  the  law 
an  attorney  admitted  to  practice  in 
firm  represents  plaintiff  Church  of 
("Church")  in  the  instant  case.  I 


ATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
LOS  ANGELES 


CASE  NO.  BC  052395 

DECLARATION  OF  LAURIE  J. 
BARTILSON  IN  SUPPORT  OF 
APPLICATION  FOR  ORDER  TO 
SHOW  CAUSE  WHY  GERALD 
ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT  BE 
HELD  IN  CONTEMPT 


DATE:  December  31,  1992 
TIME:  1:30  p.m. 

DEPT:  88 

DISCOVERY  CUT-OFF:  None 
MOTION  CUT-OFF:  None 

TRIAL  DATE:  May  3,  1992 


declare : 

firm  of  Bowles  &  Moxon  and  am 
the  State  of  California.  My 
Scientology  International 
am  submitting  this  declaration 


in  support  of  the  Church's  Motion  for  Order  to  Show  Cause  Why 
Gerald  Armstrong  Should  Not  Be  Held  in  Contempt  ("Motion")  and 
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said  Motion's  accompanying  memorandum  of  points  and  authorities 
("Memorandum") .  I  have  personal  knowledge  of  the  matters 
specified  in  this  declaration  and,  if  called  upon  to  testify  on 
such  matters,  would  and  could  do  so  competently. 

2.  On  May  28,  1992,  this  Court  issued  a  preliminary 
injunction  order  ("May  28  Order")  in  this  case  which  stated,  in 
relevant  part: 


Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and 
persons  acting  in  concert  or  conspiracy  with  him 
(excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are  not  said 
defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are 
restrained  and  enjoined  during  the  pendency  of 
this  suit  pending  further  order  of  this  court  from 
doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a 
governmental  organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make, 
intending  to  press,  intending  to  arbitrate,  or 
intending  to  litigate  a  claim  against  the  persons 
referred  to  in  sec.  1.  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of 
All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing, 
arbitrating  or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a 
governmental  organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or 
litigating  a  claim  against  the  persons  referred  to 
in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and 
Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

A  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  May  28  Order  which  I  received  from 

the  Court  is  attached  as  Exhibit  A  in  support  of  the  Motion. 

3.  On  June  5,  1992,  I  gave  notice  to  Armstrong's  lawyers, 
Ford  Greene  and  Paul  Morantz,  of  the  May  28  Order.  A  true  and 
correct  copy  of  the  Notice  with  exhibits  and  proofs  of  service  is 
attached  as  Exhibit  S  in  support  of  the  Motion. 

4.  At  a  deposition  of  Gerald  Armstrong  ("Armstrong")  in 
this  case  on  June  24,  1992,  he  and  my  co-counsel,  Andrew  Wilson, 
had  the  following  exchange  regarding  the  December  1986  "Mutual 
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Release  and  Settlement  Agreement"  between  the  Church  and 
Armstrong  ("Settlement  Agreement")  and  the  May  28  Order: 


A.  ...  I  have  absolutely  no  intention  of 
honoring  that  settlement  agreement.  I  cannot.  I 
cannot  logically.  I  cannot  ethically.  I  cannot 
morally.  I  cannot  psychically.  I  cannot  philo¬ 
sophically.  I  cannot  spiritually.  I  cannot  in 
any  way.  And  it  is  firmly  my  intention  to  not 
honor  it. 


Q.  No  matter  what  a  court  says? 

A.  No  court  can  order  it.  They're  going  to  have 
to  kill  me. 

A  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  relevant  page  of  the  transcript  of 

that  deposition,  p.  124,  accurately  reflecting  the  statements  of 

Armstrong  and  myself,  is  attached  as  Exhibit  F  to  the  Motion. 

5.  At  a  continuation  of  Armstrong's  deposition  in  this 

case  on  October  7,  1992,  Armstrong  and  I  had  the  following 

exchange  regarding  the  May  28  Order: 

Q.  When  was  the  next  time  you  spoke  to  Mr. 

Welkos  or  Mr.  Sappell? 

A.  Around  the  time  of  the  Sohigian  ruling. 

Q.  This  is  another  telephone  conversation? 

A.  In  that  I  only  met  Mr.  Welkos  on  that  one 
occasion,  yes. 

Q.  I  apologize.  You  said  that,  and  I 
forgot.  And  this  was  a  conversation  with  Mr. 

Welkos? 


A.  Yes 

Q.  Did  you  call  him,  or  did  he  call  you? 

A.  I  believe  I  originated  the  conversation. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  to  you,  and  what  did  you 
say  to  him,  during  that  conversation? 

A.  I  believe  I  advised  him  of  the  Sohigian 
ruling . 
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Q.  Did  you  discuss  anything  else  with  him? 
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A.  I  think  it  was  —  That's  all  that  I 
recall  being  the  subject  of  the  discussion  at  that 
time. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  as  a  result  of  the 
Sohigian  ruling,  you  now  felt  that  you  were  more 
free  to  do  things  that  you  had  been  constrained 
about  doing  before? 

A.  No,  I  never  said  that.  Because  I  did  not 
feel  I  was  constrained  before.  But  rather  that  by 
specifically  denying  the  injunction  as  to  all  of 
those  things  which  the  organization  sought  in  the 
preliminary  injunction,  that  I  was  free  from  the 
potential  of  an  injunction. 

A  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  relevant  pages  of  the  transcript 
of  that  deposition,  pp.  378-379,  accurately  reflecting  the 
statements  of  Armstrong  and  myself,  is  attached  as  part  of 
Exhibit  D  to  the  Motion.  On  behalf  of  my  client  the  Church,  I 
allege  that  the  statements  made  by  Armstrong  under  oath  as  quoted 
in  this  paragraph  and  the  paragraph  immediately  preceding  in  this 
declaration  are  acknowledgements  by  Armstrong  of  his  awareness  of 
the  May  28  Order,  his  ability  to  act  in  compliance  of  such  order 
and  his  intention  to  wilfully  disobey  its  terms. 

6.  At  a  continuation  of  Armstrong's  deposition  in  this 
case  on  July  22,  1992,  he  acknowledged  to  me  under  oath  that  he 
continued  to  be  employed  by  Ford  Greene  as  a  paralegal.  A  true 
and  correct  copy  of  the  relevant  pages  of  the  transcript  of  that 
deposition,  pp.  186-189,  accurately  reflecting  the  statements  of 
Armstrong  and  myself,  is  attached  as  Exhibit  H  to  the  Motion. 

7.  On  July  7,  1992,  I  received  in  the  mail  a  notice  of 
association  from  Ford  Greene  announcing  that  he  again  represented 
Vicki  and  Richard  Aznaran  in  the  matter  of  Vicki  Aznaran  and 
Richard  Aznaran  v.  Church  of  Scientology  International,  et  al. 
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U.S.  District  Court,  Central  District  of  California  No. 
CV-88-1786-JMI (Ex)  ("Aznaran  v.  Church") .  On  that  day,  I  sent 
Mr.  Greene  a  letter  by  telecopier  and  first  class  mail.  A  true 
and  correct  copy  of  that  letter  is  attached  as  Exhibit  I  to  the 
Motion.  In  that  letter,  I  requested  that  Mr.  Greene  inform  me  of 
the  steps  that  had  been  and  that  would  be  taken  to  ensure  that 
Armstrong  did  not  violate  the  terms  of  the  May  28  Order,  in 
particular  the  prohibition  that  prevented  Armstrong  from 
assisting  the  Aznarans  in  their  case. 

8.  On  or  about  July  12,  1992,  I  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 

Greene,  dated  July  11,  1992,  which  responded  to  the  above 
referenced  letter  of  July  7,  1992.  A  true  and  correct  copy  of 

that  letter  is  attached  as  Exhibit  J  to  the  Motion.  In  that 
letter,  Mr.  Greene  pointedly  declined  to  provide  any  specific 
assurances  that  Armstrong  would  not  assist  the  Aznarans  or  any 
other  anti-Church  litigant  or  claimant  in  violation  of  the 
above-cited  terms  of  the  May  28  Order.  Instead,  he  characterized 
the  May  28  Order  as  "somewhat  cryptic  and  difficult  to  enforce" 
and  that  as  to  Armstrong's  compliance  with  said  order,  I  "would 
simply  have  to  take  [Mr.  Greene's]  word  for  it." 

9.  In  July,  1992,  following  my  receipt  of  a  copy  of  a 
ruling  of  Judge  Ideman  in  Aznaran  v.  Church  transferring  that 
case  from  the  Central  District  of  California  to  the  U.S.  District 
Court  in  Dallas,  Texas,  I  received  a  telephone  call  from 
Armstrong  in  which  he  stated  that  he  was  calling  from  Mr. 

Greene's  office  and  that  he  needed  to  receive  immediately  by  fax 
such  transfer  ruling  of  Judge  Ideman.  I  told  Armstrong  that  the 
May  28  Order  prohibited  him  from  assisting  the  Aznarans  or  any 
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other  litigants  against  the  Church.  He  replied  that  he  was 
trying  to  help  the  Aznarans.  On  behalf  of  my  client  the  Church, 

I  allege  that  the  statements  made  by  Armstrong  as  relayed  in  this 
paragraph  are  acknowledgements  by  Armstrong  of  his  awareness  of 
the  May  28  Order,  his  ability  to  act  in  compliance  of  such  order 
and  his  intention  to  wilfully  disobey  its  terms. 

10.  On  July  18,  1992,  I  sent  another  letter  to  Mr.  Greene 
by  telecopier  and  first  class  mail,  responding  to  his  July  11, 
1992  letter,  accurately  describing  my  above  referenced  July,  1992 
conversation  with  Armstrong  and  reiterating  that  Armstrong  was 
required  to  immediately  cease  all  work  for  the  Aznarans  and  to 
cease  all  actions  in  violation  of  the  May  28  Order.  A  true  and 
correct  copy  of  that  letter  is  attached  as  Exhibit  K  to  the 
Motion. 

11.  I  received  no  response  to  my  July  18,  1992  letter  from 
Mr.  Greene.  However,  on  or  about  August  1,  1992,  I  received  two 
proofs  of  service  for  Mr.  Greene's  pleadings  in  the  Aznaran  v. 
Church  case,  each  of  which  was  executed  by  Armstrong.  True  and 
correct  copies  of  those  proofs  of  service  are  attached  as  Exhibit 
L  to  the  Motion.  On  behalf  of  my  client  the  Church,  I  allege 
that  the  actions  taken  by  Armstrong  as  relayed  in  this  paragraph 
are  acknowledgements  by  Armstrong  of  his  ability  to  act  in 
complianc_^^t5f__the  May  28  Order  and  his  intention  to  wilfully 
disobey  its  terms. 

12.  In  the  continuation  of  Armstrong's  deposition  in  this 
case  on  October  7  and  8,  1992,  during  which  I  further  examined 
Armstrong,  he  made  several  additional  admissions  that  I  allege 
indicate  his  awareness  of  the  May  28  Order,  his  ability  to  act  in 


6 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


^  \ 


compliance  of  such  order  and  his  intention  to  wilfully  disobey 
its  terns.  These  admissions  include  Armstrong's  statements  that 
he  broadly  discussed  with  the  Aznarans  matters  relating  to  their 
case  against  the  Church,  that  he  assisted  in  the  relay  of 
communications  between  the  Aznarans  and  Mr.  Greene  and  that  he 
was  assisting  three  other  persons,  Tillie  Good,  Denise  Cantin  and 
Ed  Roberts,  each  of  whom  is  making  claims,  through  Mr.  Greene's 
office,  against  Churches  of  Scientology  protected  by  the  May  28 
Order.  A  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  relevant  pages  of  the 
transcript  of  this  deposition,  pp.  448-458,  accurately  reflecting 
the  statements  of  Armstrong,  Mr.  Greene  and  myself,  is  attached 
as  part  of  Exhibit  D  to  the  Motion.  True  and  correct  copies  of 
Mr.  Greene's  demand  letters  against  various  Churches  of 
Scientology  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good,  Ms.  Cantin  and  Mr.  Roberts 
received  by  me  and/or  my  firm  are  attached  as  Exhibits  M,  N  and  0 
respectively  to  the  Motion. 

13.  On  December  26,  1992,  I  received  by  U.S.  mail  a  letter 
signed  by  Gerald  Armstrong,  dated  December  22,  1992,  and 
addressed  to  "David  Miscavige  and  all  other  individuals  who 
participate  in  the  control  of  Scientology,  C/0  Laurie  J. 
Bartilson,  Esquire"  ("December  22  Letter").  A  true  and  correct 
copy  of  the  December  22  Letter  is  attached  to  the  moving  papers 
as  Exhibit  G. 

14.  In  what  can  only  be  described  as  deliberate  harassment, 
Armstrong  also  sent  copies  of  the  letter  to  35  individuals  and 
groups,  including  anti-Church  litigants,  such  as  Vicki  and 
Richard  Aznaran,  Larry  Wollersheim  and  Joseph  Yanny,  and  lawyers 
who  represent  clients  in  actions  brought  against  one  of  more 
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churches,  including  Toby  Plevin,  John  Elstead,  and  Dan  Leipold. 

15.  Armstrong  spends  the  bulk  of  the  December  22  Letter 
vilifying  the  Church  and  its  members,  and  threatening  further 
breaches  of  the  settlement  agreement,  and  violations  of  the 


preliminary  injunction,  if  his  demands  are  not  met.  Although 
Armstrong  has  publicly  disavowed  any  interest  in  money,  he 


insists  that  the  Church  pay  him  $500,000  for  his  "legal  fees  and 
costs,"  "cancel"  the  settlement  agreement,  and  pay  unspecified 
amounts  of  money  to  other  anti-Church  litigants  if  the  Church 
wishes  to  avoid  Armstrong's  threatened  violations. 

16.  Specifically,  Armstrong  threatens  that,  if  his  demands 
are  not  met,  that  he  will  travel  voluntarily  to  South  Africa  to 
testify  against  a  church  of  Scientology,  give  interviews  to  the 
media,  and  voluntarily  assist  anyone  and  everyone  opposing 
Churches  that  he  can  locate.  [Id.  pp.  3,  4,  6,  7,  8]  Expressing 
the  viewpoint  that  the  May  28  Order  places  no  restrictions 


whatsoever  on  his  conduct,  Armstrong  states, 

I  consider  myself  free  to  do  anything  anyone  can, 
except  testify  absent  a  subpoena.  Much  of  what  I  am 
permitted  to  do  I  am  going  to  do.  .  .  . 

I  will  continue  to  associate  with  and  befriend  all 
those  people  I  consider  you  attack  unjustly  and 
senselessly.  I  will  make  my  knowledge  and  support 
available  to  the  Cult  Awareness  Network,  a  group  of 
people  of  good  will  you  vilify,  in  all  the  litigation 
you  have  fomented  against  them.  ...  I  will  even  make 
my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  entities  like 
Time  and  people  like  Rich  Behar  in  their  defenses  from 
your  attacks . 


[Exhibit  G,  p.  3 ] . 

17.  The  Cult  Awareness  Network  is  an  anti-religious  group 
that  advocates  the  kidnapping  and  forcible  "deprogramming"  of 
individuals  belonging  to  religions  which  they  have  identified  as 
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"cults."  While  the  Church  is  not  presently  suing  the  Cult 
Awareness  Network  in  any  litigation,  the  president  of  the  Cult 
Awareness  Network,  Cynthia  Kisser,  has  initiated  an  action 
against  the  Church  and  its  president,  Heber  Jentzsch. 

18.  Richard  Behar  is  the  author  of  a  Time  cover  story 
concerning  the  Church  which  ran  in  May,  1991.  The  Church  is 
presently  engaged  in  a  lawsuit  against  Time  and  Behar  for 
defamation. 

19.  In  the  December  22  Letter,  Armstrong  also  makes  plain 
the  personal  contempt  which  he  has  for  a  Court  which  would  rule 
against  him: 

There  is  also,  as  mentioned  above,  the  fact  that 
in  order  to  defend  myself  from  your  attacks  and  to  fund 
the  defense  of  the  litigation  you  have  fomented  I  must 
speak  and  must  publish.  I'm  sure  you  understand  that  I 
remain  completely  confident  that  no  court ,  other  than 
the  odd  one  vour  mercenaries  are  able  to  compromise 

with  bucks,  babes  or  bull,  will  order  me  not  to  defend 

myself. 

[Id.  p.  5]. 

20.  These  recent  pronouncements  by  Armstrong  make  plain 
that  nothing  short  of  a  criminal  contempt  order  is  likely  to  end 
Armstrong's  misconduct. 

21.  On  December  30,  1992,  I  received  a  videotape  identified 
by  the  initial  speaker  as  a  November  6,  1992  interview  of 
Armstrong.  Jerry  Whitfield  and  others  participated  in  such 
interview  which,  on  information  and  belief,  took  place  at  the  Los 
Angeles  convention  in  early  November,  1992  of  the  so-called  "Cult 
Awareness  Network"  ("CAN") .  A  true  and  accurate  copy  of  the 
video  tape  is  attached  and  lodged  as  Exhibit  Q  to  the  Motion.  A 
true  and  accurate  transcript  of  the  conversation  between 
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Armstrong,  Mr.  Whitfield  and  others  as  reflected  on  said 
videotape  is  attached  as  Exhibit  P  to  the  Motion.  During  this 
recorded  interview,  Armstrong  makes  the  following  statement: 


...  I  cannot,  except  pursuant  to  a  subpoena,  assist 
someone  intending  to  file  a  claim  or  pressing  a  claim 
against  the  organization.  Now  then  we  are  appealing 
even  that  narrow  ruling,  because  that's  unenforceable 
because  if  you  construe  that  my  ...  that  this  video 
could  possibly  indirectly  help  someone  in  the  future,  I 
can't  do  this.  And  not  only  that  but  if  you  consider 
that  my  existence  indirectly  or  directly  helps  someone, 
then  I'll  oblige  to  take  my  own  life.  In  other  words, 

I  must  stop  breathing.  It's  unenforceable.  I  feel  I 
am  completely  at  liberty  to  associate  with  whomever  I 
want,  to  talk  to  whomever  I  want,  and  I  act  and  live 
that  way.  And  that  is  in  part  why  I  am  here  at  this 
event  now,  why  I  came  to  the  CAN  conference. 

Exhibit  P,  p.  34. 

On  behalf  of  my  client  the  Church,  I  allege  that  the 
statements  made  by  Armstrong  as  relayed  in  this  paragraph  are 
further  acknowledgements  by  Armstrong  of  his  awareness  of  the  May 
28  Order,  his  ability  to  act  in  compliance  of  such  order  and  his 
intention  to  wilfully  disobey  its  terms. 

22.  Mr.  Whitfield  is  a  defendant  in  the  matter  of  Casillas 
v.  Jerry  Whitfield,  et  al..  Los  Angeles  County  Municipal  Court 
No.  91K49349 .  My  office  represents  Mr.  Casillas  in  that  action. 
Mr.  Casillas  is  a  staff  member  of  the  Church  and  is  suing  Mr. 
Whitfield  and  others  for  false  imprisonment  and  false  arrest. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the 
State  of  California  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

Executed  this  31st  day  of  December,  1992  at  Los  Angeles, 


California 


H:\ARMSTRON\BART.DEC 
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I,  KENDRICK  L.  MOXON,  hereby  depose  and  state: 

1.  I  am  an  attorney  licensed  to  practice  in  the  State  of 
California.  I  am  a  partner  in  the  law  firm  of  Bowles  &  Moxon, 
which  represents  Plaintiff,  Church  of  Scientology  International, 
in  the  case  of  Church  of  Scientology  International  vs.  Gerald 
Armstrong,  et  al..  LASC  Case  No.  BC  052395.  I  have  personal 
knowledge  of  the  matters  stated  herein  and,  if  called  upon  to 
testify  thereto,  could  and  would  competently  do  so. 

2.  On  Wednesday  morning,  December  30,  1992,  at  11:55  a.m., 

I  telephoned  to  and  spoke  with  Ford  Greene,  counsel  for 
Defendant,  Gerald  Armstrong.  I  informed  Mr.  Greene  that 
Plaintiff  would  appear  at  1:30  p.m.  on  Thursday,  December  31, 

1992  in  Department  88  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  State  of 
California  for  the  County  of  Los  Angeles  on  an  ex  parte  basis  in 
order  to  seek  an  Order  to  Show  Cause  Why  Gerald  Armstrong  Should 
Not  Be  Held  in  Contempt.  I  put  Mr.  Greene  on  notice  of  that 
appearance. 

3.  Although  the  papers  in  support  of  the  application  were 
not  yet  completed  on  December  30,  1992,  my  office  faxed  to  Mr. 
Greene,  at  his  request,  a  draft  of  the  application  and  points  and 
authorities  in  support  thereof  on  the  evening  of  December  30, 
1992. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  laws  of  the 
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State  of  California  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 


California. 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  Hay  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  SOhigian,  Judge 
1 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  pre; 

Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


In  this  matter  heretofore  taken  under  submission  on  May  27,  1992,  the 
court  now  makes  the  following  ruling. 


1  Plaintiff's  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
of  relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.  CCP  526(4)  and 
(5)  . 


2  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  referred 
to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do  irreparable  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damages.  CCP 
526(2). 


3  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1);  cf.,  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co.,  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  /’Miller^  (1985)  170  Cal. 
App.  3d  438. 


4  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See 
Robbins  vs.  Superior  Court  (County  of  Sacramento)  (1985)  38  Cal.  3d  199, 
206. 


5  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 


1  [Page  1  of  4]  Dept.  88  Judge  Sohigian  May  28,  1992 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  ^OhigiAU,  Judge 

la 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 
None  (e.r.m.) 


BC  052395 


(Parties  end  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Church  of  Scientology,  International  counsel  For 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 

NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 

6  Application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  granted  in  part,  in 
the  following  respects  only. 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  persons  acting  in 
concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are 
not  said  defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and 
enjoined  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order  of 
court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to  press, 
intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate  a  claim 
against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing,  arbitrating, 
or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against  the 
persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

The  court  does  not  intend  by  the  foregoing  to  prohibit 
defendant  Armstrong  from:  (a)  being  reasonably  available  for  the 
service  of  subpoenas  on  him;  (b)  accepting  service  of  subpoenas  on 
him  without  physical  resistance,  obstructive  tactics,  or  flight? 
(c)  testifying  fully  and  fairly  in  response  to  properly  put 
guestions  either  in  deposition,  at  trial,  or  in  other  legal  or 
arbitration  proceedings;  (d)  properly  reporting  or  disclosing  to 
authorities  criminal  conduct  of  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  l 
of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of. 
December,  198  6;  or  (e)  engaging  in  gainful/ employment  rendering 
clerical  or  paralegal  services  not  contrary  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  this  order. 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 

lb 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 

vs . 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  ce.r.m.) 


(Part its  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 

The  application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  otherwise  denied. 


7  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  will  become 
effective  upon  plaintiff's  posting  an  undertaking  in  the  sum  of  $70,000 
pursuant  to  CCP  529(a)  by  12:00  noon  on  June  5,  1992. 


8  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  properly  balance 
and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a)  the  protectable  interests 
of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable  interests  of  the  public 
at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and  impartial  justice  through 
legitimate  and  properly  informed  civil  and  criminal  judicial  proceedings 
and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest  involved  in  what  the 
record  demonstrates  defendant  might  communicate  in  derogation  of  the 
contractual  language;  and  (e)  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties 
indicates  that  this  is  the  correct  decisional  process.  _  The  law 
appropriately  favors  settlement  agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation 
on  freedom  of  contract  is  "public  policy";  in  determining  what  the  scope 
of  the  public  policy  limitation  on  the  parties'  rights  to  enforcement  of 
their  agreement  in  the  specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court 
has  weighed  the  factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section.  Litigants  have  a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom, 
even  to  the  extent  of  agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which 
they  might  otherwise  have.  The  instant  record  shows  that  plaintiff  was 
substantially  compensated  as  an  aspect  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not 
persuasively  support  defendant's  claim  of  duress  or  that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  preliminary  injunction  proceeding  were  precluded  by  any 
prior  decision. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date: 

Honorable 

1C 


Nay  28,  1992 

Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Cleric 


None 


(E.R.M. ) 


BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


VS  • 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OP  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 

9  The  court  does  not  dispositively  decide  the  underlying  merits 
of  the  case  except  for  this  preliminary  determination.  CCP  526(1) ; 
Bavooint  Mortgage  Corp.  vs.  Crest  Premium  Real  Estate  etc. — Trus.t  (1985) 

168  Cal.  App.  3d  818,  823. 


10  Plaintiff  is  ordered  give  written  notice  by  mail  by  June  5, 
1992,  including  in  that  written  notice  a  statement  regarding  whether 
plaintiff  has  or  has  not  posted  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  sec.  7, 
above,  and  attaching  to  that  written  notice  evidence  showing  that  the 
undertaking  has  been  posted  if  that  is  the  fact. 


DATED:  May  28,  1992. 


RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 


RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 


A  copy  of  this  minute  order  is  sent  to  counsel  via  United  States  mail 
this  date. 
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MUTUAL  RELEASE  OF  ALL  CLAIMS  AND  SETTLEMENT  ACREEMgHT 


1.  This  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Sattlamant 
Agreement  is  mada  batwaan  Church  of  Scientology  International 
(hereinafter  "CSI")  and  Gerald  Armstrong,  (hereinafter 
"Plaintiff")  Cross-Complainant  in  Gerald  Armstrong  v.  Church 
of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court, 

Case  Mo.  420  153.  By  this  Agreement,  Plaintiff  hereby 
specifically  waives  and  releases  all  claims  he  has  or  may  have 
from  the  beginning  of  time  to  and  including  this  date, 
including  all  causes  of  action  of  every  Mind  and  nature, 

Known  or  unknown  for  acts  and/or  omissions  against  the 


officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers, 
directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel  of  CSI  as 
well  as  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  its  officers, 
agents,  representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  Religious  Technology 
Center,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel; 
all  Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations  and 
entitles  and  their  officers,  agents,  representatives, 
employees,  volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and 
legal  counsel;  Author  Services,  Inc.,  its  officers,  agents, 
representatives,  employees,  volunteers,  directors, 
successors,  assigns  and  legal  counsel;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his 
heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate  and  its  executor;  Author's 
Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries  and  its  trustee;  and  Mary  Sue 


Hubbard,  (all  hereinafter  collectively 


^*^*****a  )  *  ^e  parties  to  this  Agreement  hereby  agree  a* 
follow* t 

2.  It  is  understood  that  thi*  settlement  is  a  compromise 
of  doubtful  and  disputed  claims,  and  that  any  payment  is  not 
to  be  construed,  and  is  not  intended,  as  an  admission  of 
liability  on  the  part  of  any  party  to  this  Agreement, 
specifically,  the  Releasees,  by  whom  liability  has  been  and 
continues  to  be  expressly  denied,  in  executing  this 
settlement  Agreement,  Plaintiff  acknowledges  that  he  has 
released  the  organizations,  individuals  and  entities  listed 
in  the  above  paragraph,  in  addition  to  those  defendants 
actually  named  in  the  above  lawsuit,  because  among  other 
reasons,  they  are  third  party  beneficiaries  of  this  Agreement. 

3.  Plaintiff  has  received  payment  of  a  certain  monetary 
sum  which  is  a  portion  of  a  total  sum  of  money  paid  to  his 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn.  The  total  sum  paid  to  Mr.  Flynn 
is  to  settle  all  of  the  claims  of  Mr.  Flynn's  clients, 
laintif f  s  portion  of  said  sum  has  been  mutually  agreed  upon 
by  Plaintiff  and  Michael  J.  Flynn.  Plaintiffs  signature 
below  thi.  paragraph  acknowledge,  that  Plaintiff  is  completely 
satisfied  with  the  monetary  consideration  negotiated  with  and 
received  by  Michael  J.  Flynn.  Plaintiff  acknowledges  that 
bo@n  a  block  settlement  between  Plaintiffs 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn,  and  th«  Church  of  Scientology 
and  Churches  and  entities  related  to  the  Church 
of.  Scientology,  concerning  all  of  Mr.  Flynn's  client,  who 

Wlri  ^  Utl9ation  with  Church  of  Scientology  or  related 
entity.  Plaintiff  has  received  a  portion  of 
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amount,  the  receipt  of  which  ha  haraby  acknowledges. 
Plaintiff  undaratanda  that  thi8  amount  is  only  a  portion  of 
tha  block  settlement  amount.  Tha  exact  settlement  sum 
received  by  Plaintiff  is  known  only  to  Plaintiff  and  hia 
attorney,  Michael  J.  Flynn,  and  it  ia  thair  wish  that  thia 
remain  ao  and  that. thia  amount  remain  confidential. 


Signatu 


fdc^fierfald  Armstrong 


4.  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  above  described 
consideration,  the  mutual  covenants,  conditions  and  release 
contained  herein,  Plaintiff  does  hereby  release,  acquit  and 
forever  discharge,  for  himself,  his  heirs,  successors, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  the  Releasees, 
including  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  Church  of 
Scientology  International,  Religious  Technology  Center,  all 
Scientology  and  Scientology  affiliated  organizations  and 
entities,  Author  Services,  Inc.  (and  for  each  organization  or 
entity,  its  officers,  agents,  representatives,  employees, 
volunteers,  directors,  successors,  assigns  and  legal 
counsel) ;  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  his  heirs,  beneficiaries,  Estate 
and  its  executor;  Author's  Family  Trust,  its  beneficiaries 
and  trustee;  and  Mary  Sue  Hubbard,  and  each  of  them,  of  and 


from  any  and  all  claims,  including, ,  but  not  limited  to,  any 
claims  or  causes  of  action  entitled  Gerald  Armstrong  v. 

ChUfSh  Of  Sclentoloorv  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  case  Ho.  420  153  and  all  demands,  damages,  actions  and 
causes  of  actions  of  every  kind  and  nature,  known  or/^^novn, 
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for  or  because  of  any  act  or  omission  allegedly  dona  by  tha 
Releasees,  fro*  tha  baginning  of  time  to  and  including  tha  data 
hereof.  Therefore,  Plaintiff  does  hereby  authorize  and  direct 
hia  counsel  to  dismiss  with  prejudice  his  claias  now  pending  in 
the  above  referenced  action.  The  parties  hereto  will  execute 
and  cause  to  be  filed  a  joint  stipulation  of  disaissal  in  the 
fora  of  the  one  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  "A". 

A.  It  is  expressly  understood  by  Plaintiff  that  this 
release  and  all  of  the  teras  thereof  do  not  apply  to  the 
action  brought  by  the  Church  of  Scientology  against  Plaintiff 
for  Conversion,  Fraud  and  other  causes  of  action,  which 
action  has  already  gone  to  trial  and  is  presently  pending 
before  the  Second  District,  Third  Division  of  the  California 
Appellate  Court  (Appeal  No.  B005912) .  The  disposition  of 
those  claias  are  controlled  by  the  provisions  of  the 
following  paragraph  hereinafter. 

B.  As  of  the  date  this  settlement  Agreement  is  executed, 
there  is  currently  an  appeal  pending  before  the  California 
Court  of  Appeal,  Second  Appellate  District,  Division  3, 
arising  out  of  the  above  referenced  action  delineated  as 
Appeal  No.  B005912.  It  is  understood  that  this  appeal  arises 
out  of  the  Church  of  Scientology's  complaint  against 
Plaintiff  which  is  not  settled  herein.  This  appeal  shall  be 
maintained  notwithstanding  this  Agreement.  Plaintiff 

agrees  to  waive  any  rights  he  may  have  to  take  any  further 
appeals  from  any  decision  eventually  reached  by  the  Court  of 
Appeal  or  any  rights  he  may  have  to  oppose  (by  responding  brief 
or  any  other  means)  any  further  appeals  taken  by  the  l  of 
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Scientology  of  California.  The  Church  of  Scientology  of 
California  shall  have  tha  right  to  file  any  further  appeals  it 

deems  necessary. 


5.  For  and  in  consideration  of  the  mutual  covenants, 
conditions  and  release  contained  herein,  and  Plaintiff 
dismissing  with  prejudice  the  action  Gerald  Armstrong  v. 

Church  of  Scientology  of  California.  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Court,  Case  Ho.  420  153,  the  Church  of  Scientology  of  California 
does  hereby  release,  acquit  and  forever  discharge  for  itself, 
suceeseors  and  assigns,  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents, 
representatives,  heirs,  successors,  assigns,  legal  counsel  and 
estate  and  each  of  them,  of  and  from  any  and  all  claims,  causes 
of  wCtion,  demands,  damages  and  actions  of  every  kind  and 
nature,  known  or  unknown,  for  or  because  of  any  act  or  omission 
allegedly  done  by  Gerald  Armstrong  from  the  beginning  of  time  to 
and  including  the  date  hereof. 

6.  In  executing  this  Agreement,  the  parties  hereto,  and 
each  of  them,  agree  to  and  do  hereby  waive  and  relinquish  all 
rights  and  benefits  afforded  under  the  provisions  of  Section 
1542  of  the  Civil  Code  of  the  State  of  California,  which 
provides  as  follows: 

HA  general  release  does  not  extend  to  claims  which 
the  creditor  does  not  know  or  suspect  to  exist  in 
his  favor  at  the  time  of  executing  the  release, 
which  if  known  by  him  must  have  materially  affected 
his  settlement  with  the  debtor." 

7.  Further,  the  undersigned  hereby  agree  to  the 
following: 


A.  The  liability  for  all  claims  is  expressly  denied  by 
the  parties  herein  released,  and  this  final  compromise!  and 
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settlement  thereof  shall  never  be  treated  as  an  admission 
liability  or  responsibility  at  any  tine  for  any  purpose. 

B.  Plaintiff  has  been  fully  advised  and  understands 
that  the  alleged  injuries  sustained  by  him  are  of  such 
character  that  the  full  extent  and  type  of  injuries  may  not 
bs  known  at  the  date  hereof,  and  it  is  further  understood 
that  said  alleged  injuries,  whether  known  or  unknown  at  the 
date  hereof,  might  possibly  become  progressively  worse  and 
that  as  a  result,  further  damages  may  be  sustained  by 
Plaintiff;  nevertheless,  Plaintiff  desires  by  this  document 
to  forever  and  fully  release  the  Releasees.  Plaintiff 
understands  that  by  the  execution  of  this  release  no  further 
claims  arising  out  of  his  experience  with,  or  actions  by, 
the  Releasees,  from  the  beginning,  of  time  to  and  including 
the  date  hereof,  which  may  now  exist  or  which  may  exist  in 
the  future  may  ever  be  asserted  by  him  or  on  his  behalf, 
against  the  Releasees. 

C.  Plaintiff  agrees  to  assume  responsibility  for 
the  payment  of  any  attorney  fee,  lien  or  liens,  imposed 
against  him  past,  present,  or  future,  known  or  unknown,  by 
any  person,  firm,  corporation  or  governmental  entity  or  agency 
as  a  result  of,  or  growing  out  of  any  of  the  matters  referred 
to  in  this  release.  Plaintiff  further  agrees  to  hold 
harmless  the  parties  herein  released,  and  each  of  them,  of  and 
from  any  liability  arising  therefrom. 

0.  Plaintiff  agrees  never  to  create  or  publish  or 
attempt  to  publish,  and/or  assist  another  to  create  for 
publication  by  means  of  magazine,  article,  book  or  o 
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similar  fora,  any  wr*..ing  or  to  broadcaat  or  to  aaaiat 
another  to  create,  write,  film  or  video  tape  or  audio  tape 
any  ahow,  program  or  movie,  or  to  grant  interviewe  or  discuss 
with  others,  concerning  their  experiences  with  the  Church  of 
Scientology,  or  concerning  their  personal  or  indirectly 
acquired  knowledge  or  information  concerning  the  Church  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  and  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above. 
Plaintiff  further  agrees  that  he  will  maintain  strict 
confidentiality  and  silence  with  respect  to  his  experiences 
with  the  Church  of  Scientology  and  any  knowledge  or 
information  he  may  have  concerning  the  Church  of  Scientology, 
L.  Ron  Hubbard,  or  any  of  £he  organizations,  individuals  and 
entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  Plaintiff  expressly 
understands  that  the  non-disclosure  provisions  of  this 
subparagraph  shall  apply,  inter  alia,  but  not  be  limited,  to 
the  contents  or  substance  of  his  complaint  on  file 
in  the  action  referred  to  in  Paragraph  1  hereinabove  or  any 
documents  as  defined  in  Appendix  "A"  to  this  Agreement, 
including  but  not  limited  to  any  tapes,  films,  photographs, 
recastings,  variations  or  copies  of  any  such  materials  which 
concern  or  relate  to  the  religion  of  Scientology,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard,  or  any  of  the  organizations,  individuals,  or  entities 
listed  in  Paragraph  1  above.  The  attorneys  for  Plaintiff, 
subject  to  the  ethical  limitations  restraining  them  as 
promulgated  by  the  state  or  federal  regulatory  associations 
or  agencies,  agree  not  to  disclose  any  of  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  settlement  negotiations,  amount  of  £he  . 


settlement,  or  statements  made  by  either  party  during 
eettlement  conferences.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  if  the  terme  of 
this  paragraph  are  breached  by  him,  that  CSI  and  the  other 
Releasees  would  be  entitled  to  liquidated  damages  in  the 
amount  of  $50,000  for  each  such  breach.  All  monies  received 
to  induce  or  in  payment  for  a  breach  of  this  Agreement,  or 
any  part  thereof,  shall  be  held  in  a  constructive  trust 
pending  the  outcome  of  any  litigation  over  said  breach.  The 
amount  of  liquidated  damages  herein  is  an  estimate  of  the 
damages  that  each  party  would  suffer  in  the  event  this 
Agreement  is  breached.  The  reasonableness  of  the  amount  of 
such  damages  are  hereto  acknowledged  by  Plaintiff. 

E.  With  exception  to  the  items  specified  in  Paragraph  7(L), 
Plaintiff  agrees  to  return  to  the  Church  of  Scientology 
International  at  the  time  of  the  consummation  of  this  Agreement, 
all  materials  in  his  possession,  custody  or  control  (or  within 
the  possession,  custody  or  control  of  his  attorney,  as  well  as 
third  parties  who  are  in  possession  of  the  described  documents), 
of  any  nature,  including  originals  and  all  copies  or  summaries 
of  documents  defined  in  Appendix  "A"  to  this  Agreement, 
including  but  not  limited  to  any  tapes,  computer  disks,  films, 
photographs,  recastings,  variations  or  copies  of  any  such 
materials  which  concern  or  relate  to  the  religion  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above,  all 
evidence  of  any  nature,  including  evidence  obtained  from  the 
naaod  defendants  through  discovery,  acquired  for  the  purposes  of 
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concerning  any  Chur*..*  of  Scientology,  any  financial  or 

adainietrative  aateriala  concerning  any  Church  of  Scientology, 

and  any  material.  relating  peraonally  to  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  hia 

family,  or  hia  eatate.  In  addition  to  the  docuaenta  and  other 

it«.  to  bo  rotumod  to  tho  Church  of  Seiontology  Intornationol 

Uotod  abovo  and  in  App.ndi*  "A",  Plaintiff  agraaa  to  raturn  tha 
following: 

(e)  All  originala  and  copiee  of  the  aanuacript  for  the 


work  "Excalibur"  writtefc  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard; 

(b)  All  original a  and  copiea  of  docuaenta  coanonly  known 
aa  the  «Af f irmation.”  written  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard;  and 

(c)  All  docuaenta  and  other  it'eae  aurrendered  to  the 
Court  by  Plaintiff  and  hia^  attorneya  purauant  to  Judge  Cole* a 
ordera  of  Auguat  24,  1982  and  Septeaber  4,  1982  and  all 
docuaenta  and  other  iteaa  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  froa  either 
the  Church  of  Scientology  or  O.ar  Garriaon.  Thia  include, 
all  docuaenta  and  iteaa  entered  into  evidence  or  Barked 


fes>  identification  in  flmrgfr  of  Scientology  n*  califom^ 
ftnmtrgng,  ca.e  no.  c  420  153.  Plaintiff 
hia  attorney  will  execute  a  Joint  Stipulation  or  euch 
other  docuaenta  a.  are  nece.aary  to  obtain  the.,  docuaenta 
froa  the  Court.  i„  the  event  any  docuaenta  or  other  iteaa 
are  no  longer  in  the  cu.tody  or  control  of  the  Lo.  Angelea 
Superior  Court,  Plaintiff  and  hia  cpunael  will  aaaiat  the 
ureh  in  recovering  theae  docuaenta  aa  quickly  aa  poaaible, 
including  but  not  liait.d  to  tho..  tape,  and  other  docuaenta 
now  in  the  po.ae.aion  of  the  United  state.  Di.trict  Court 
caae  of  States  v.  Zonrjr  caae  No.  cv 
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85-0440-HLH(Tx) ,  presently  on  appeal  in  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court 
of  Appaals.  In  tha  event  any  of  these  documents  are  currently 
lodged  with  the  Court  of  Appeal,  Plaintiff  and  his  attorneys 
will  cooperate  in  recovering  those  documents  as  soon  as  the 
Court  of  Appeal  issues  a  decision  on  the  pending  appeal. 

To  the  extent  that  Plaintiff  does  not  possess  or  control 
documents  within  categories  A-C  above,  Plaintiff  recognizes  his 
continuing  duty  to  return  to  CSI  any  and  all  documents  that  fall 
within  categorise  A-C  above  which  do  in  the  future  come  into  his 
possession  or  control. 

F.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  never  again  seek  or 
obtain  spiritual  counselling  or  training  or  any  other  service 
fro®  any  Church  of  Scientology,  Scientologist,  Dianetics  or 
Scientology  auditor,  Scientology  minister,  Mission  of 
Scientology,  Scientology  organization  or  Scientology 
affiliated  organization. 

G.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  he  will  not  voluntarily 
assist  or  cooperate  with  any  person  adverse  to  Scientology  in 
any  proceeding  against  any  of  the  Scientology  organizations, 
individuals,  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above. 

Plaintiff  also  agrees  that  he  will  not  cooperate  in  any 
manner  with  any  organizations  aligned  against  Scientology. 

H.  Plaintiff  agrees  not  to  testify  or  otherwise 

participate  in  any  other  judicial,  administrative  or 
lsgislative  proceeding  adverse  to  Scientology  or  any  of  the 
Scientology  Churches,  individuals  or  entities  listed  in 
Paragraph  1  above  unless  compelled  to  do  so  by  lawful 
subpe©na  er  other  lawful  process.  Plaintiff  shal  aka 
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himself  amenable  to  service  of  any  such  subpoena  in  a  manner 
which  invalidates  the  intent  of  this  provision.  Unless 
required  to  do  so  by  such  subpoena,  Plaintiff  agrees  not  to 
discuss  this  litigation  or  his  experiences  with  and 
knowledge  of  the  Church  with  anyone  other  than  members  of 
his  ias@diate  family.  as  provided  hereinafter  in  Paragraph 
iiCd),  the  contents  of  this  Agreement  may  not  be  disclosed. 

I.  The  parties  hereto  agree  that  in  the  event  of  any 
future  litigation  between  Plaintiff  and  any  of  the 
organisations,  individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1 
above,  that  any  past  action  or  activity,  either  alleged  in 
this  lawsuit  or  activity  similar  in  fact  to  the  evidence  that 
was  developed  during  the  bourse  of  this  lawsuit,  will  not  be 
used  by  either  party  against  the  other  in  any  future 
litigation,  in  other  words,  the  "slate"  is  wiped  clean 
concerning  past  actions  by  any  party. 

J*  It  is  expressly  understood  and  agreed  by  Plaintiff 
that  any  dispute  between  Plaintiff  and  his  counsel  as  to  the 
proper  division  of  the  sum  paid  to  Plaintiff  by  his  attorney 
of  record  is  between  Plaintiff  and  his  attorney  of  record 
asd  shell  in  no  way  effect  the  validity  of  this  Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement. 

K.  Plaintiff  hereby  acknowledges  and  affirms  that 
he  ia  not  under  the  influence  of  any  drug,  narcotic, 
alcohol  or  other  mind-influencing  substance,  condition  or 
ilaent  such  that  his  ability  to  fully  understand  the 

meaning  of  this  Agreement  and  the  significance  thereof  is 
adversely  affected. 


L.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Paragraph  7(E) 
above,  Plaintiff  shall  bs  entitled  to  retain  any  artworJc 
created  by  him  which  concerns  or  relates  to  the  religion  of 
Scientology,  L.  Ron  Hubbard  or  any  of  the  organizations, 
individuals  or  entities  listed  in  Paragraph  1  above  provided 
that  such  artwork  never  be  disclosed  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  anyone.  In  the  event  of  a  disclosure  in  breach 
of  this  Paragraph  7(L),  Plaintiff  shall  be  subject  to  the 
liquidated  daaages  and  constructive  trust  provisions  of 
Paragraph  7(D)  for  each  such  breach. 

8.  Plaintiff  further  agrees  that  he  waives  and 
relinquishes  any  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of 


any  defendant  in  this  case  to  date,  including  any  of  the 
organizations,  individuals  or  entities  as  set  forth  in 
Paragraph  1  abova,  and  the  naaed  defendants  waive  and 
relinquish  any  right  or  claia  arising  out  of  the  conduct  of 
Plaintiff  to  date. 

9.  This  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  contains  the  entire  agreement  between  the  parties 
hereto,  and  the  terms  of  this  Agreement  are  contractual  and 
not  a  mere  recital.  This  Agreement  may  be  amended  only  by  a 
written  instrument  executed  by  Plaintiff  and  CSI.  The 
parties  hereto  have  carefully  read  and  understand  the 
contents  of  this  Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement 
Agreement  and  sign  the  same  of  their  own  free  will,  and  it  is 
the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  legally  bound  hereby.  No 
other  prior  or  contemporaneous  agreements,  oral  or  written, 
respecting  such  matters,  which  are  not  specifically 
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incorporated  herein  ahall  ba  deemed  to  in  any  way  exist  or 
bind  any  of  tha  partiaa  hereto. 

10.  Plaintiff  agrees  that  ha  will  not  assist  or  advise 
anyone,  including  individuals,  partnerships,  associations, 
corporations,  or  governmental  agencies  contemplating  any 
claia  or  engagad  in  litigation  or  involved  in  or 
contemplating  any  activity  adverse  to  the  interests  of  any 
entity  or  class  of  persons  listed  above  in  Paragraph  1  of 
this  Agreement. 

11.  The  parties  to  this  Agreement  acknowledge  the 
following: 

A.  That  all  parties  enter  into  this  Agreement  freely, 
voluntarily,  knowingly  and  willingly,  without  any  threats, 
intimidation  or  pressure  of  any  kind  whatsoever  and 
voluntarily  execute  this  Agreement  of  their  own  free  will; 

B.  That  all  parties  have  conducted  sufficient 
deliberation  and  investigation,  either  personally  or  through 
other  sources  of  their  own  choosing,  and  have  obtained  advice 
of  counsel  regarding  the  terms  and  conditions  set  forth 
herein,  so  that  they  may  intelligently  exercise  their  own 
judgment  in  deciding  whether  or  not  to  execute  this 
Agreement;  and 

C.  That  all  parties  have  carefully  read  this  Agreement 
and  understand  the  contents  thereof  and  that  each  reference 
in  this  Agreement  to  any  party  includes  successors,  assigns, 
principals,  agents  and  employees  thereof. 

12.  Each  party  shall  bear  its  respective  costs  with 
respect  to  the  negotiation  and  drafting  of  this  Agreement  and 
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all  acta  required  by  the  tana*  hereof  to  be  undertaken  and 
performed  by  that  party. 

13.  To  the  extent  that  this  Agreement  inurea  to  the 
benefit  of  persona  or  entities  not  signatories  hereto,  this 
Agreement  is  hereby  declared  to  be  nade  for  their  respective 
benefits  and  uses. 

14.  The  partiee  ehall  execute  and  deliver  all  documents 
and  perform  all  further  acts  that  may  be  reasonably  necessary 
to  effectuate  the  provisions  of  this  Agreement. 

15.  This  Agreement  shall  not  be  construed  against  the 
party  preparing  it,  but  shall  be  construed  as  if  both  parties 
prepared  this  Agreement.  This  Agreement  shall  be  construed 
and  enforced  in  accordance  with  the  lavs  of  the  State  of 
California. 

16.  In  the  event  any  provision  hereof  be  unenforceable, 
such  provision  shall  not  affect  the  enforceability  of  any 
other  provision  hereof. 

17.  All  references  to  the  plural  shall  include  the 
singular  and  all  references  to  the  singular  shall  include  the 
plural.  All  references  to  gender  shall  include  both  the 
masculine  and  feminine. 

18.  (A)  Bach  party  warrants  that  they  have  received 
independent  legal  advice  from  their  attorneys  with  respect  to 
the  advisability  of  making  the  settlement  provided  for  herein 
and  in  executing  this  Agreement. 

(S)  The  parties  hereto  (including  any  officer,  agent, 
employee,  representative  or  attorney  of  or  for  any  party) 
acknowledge  that  they  have  not  made  any  statement, 
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representation  or  promise  to  the  other  party  regarding  any 
fact  material  to  thie  Agreement  except  as  expressly  set  forth 
herein.  Furthermore,  except  as  expressly  stated  in  thie 
Agreement,  the  parties  in  executing  this  Agreement  do  not  rely 
upon  any  statement,  representation  or  promise  by  the  other 
party  (or  of  any  officer,  agent,  employee,  representative  or 

attorney  for  the  other  party) . 

(C)  The  persons  signing  this  Agreement  have  the  full 
right  and  authority  to  enter  into  this  Agreement  on  behalf  of 
the  parties  for  whom  they  are  signing. 

(D)  The  parties  hereto  and  their  respective  attorneys 

each  agree  not  to  disclose  the  contents  of  this  executed 

u 

Agreement.  Nothing  herein  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  any 
party  hereto  or  his  respective  attorney  from  stating  that 
this  civil  action  has  been  settled  in  its  entirety. 

(E)  The  parties  further  agree  to  forbear  and  refrain 
from  doing  any  act  or  exercising  any  right,  whether  existing 
now  or  in  the  future,  which  act  or  exercise  is  inconsistent 
with  this  Agreement. 

19.  Plaintiff  has  been  fully  advised  by  his  counsel  as 
to  the  contents  of  this  document  and  each  provision  hereof. 
Plaintiff  hereby  authorizes  and  directs  his  counsel  to 
dismiss  with  prejudice  his  claims  now  pending  in  the  action 
entitled  Gerald  Armstrong  v.  church  of  Scientology  of 
California.  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court,  Case  No.  420  153. 

20.  Notwithstanding  the  dismiseal  of  the  lawsuit 
pursuant  to  Paragraph  4  of  this  Agreement,  the  parties  hereto 
agree  that  the  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court  shall  re 
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jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  terms  of  this  Agreement.  This 
Agreement  may  be  enforced  by  any  legal  or  equitable  remedy, 
including  but  not  limited  to  injunctive  relief  or  declaratory 
judgment  where  appropriate.  In  the  event  any  party  to  this 
Agreement  institutes  any  action  to  preserve,  to  protect  or  to 
enforce  any  right  or  benefit  created  hereunder,  the 
prevailing  party  in  any  such  action  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  suit  and  reasonable  attorney's  fees. 

21.  This  Agreement  may  be  executed  in  two  or  more 
counterparts,  each  of  which  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  duplicate 
original,  but  all  of  which,  together,  shall  constitute  one 
and  the  same  instrument. 
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STEVEN,  IF  IT  WAS  LATE  AT  NIGHT  OR  SOMETHING  LIRE  THAT.  I 

THXII  IT  MAY  HAVE  BEEN  THAT  IT  WAS  AT  NIGHT  WHEN  I  WANTED  IT 

AMO  X  —  BUT  THAT  WAS  THE  ONLY  REASON  THAT  I  CALLED  HIM. 

Q.  AND  DID  YOU  TALE  AT  ALL  ABOUT  ANYTHING  RELATING 


YOUR 

TESTIMONY? 

A. 

NO,  NOTHING  SUBSTANTIVE, 

ANYWAY. 

o. 

HOW  LONG  WAS  YOUR  CONVERSATION? 

A. 

WITH  STEVEN? 

Q. 

YES. 

A. 

OH,  VERY  BRIEF.  A  MINUTE  MAYBE. 

0. 

DO  YOU  ABMEM**R  ANYTHING 

HE  SAID 

TO  YOU? 

A. 

NO.  HE  HAD  THE  NUMBER. 

HE  GAVE 

MB  THE  NUMBER, 

AND  I  DON'T  THINK  THAT  WE  DISCUSSED  ANYTHING  BEYOND  THAT. 

Q.  NOW,  WHAT  --  SO  YOU’VE  HAD  ONLY  ONE  CONVERSATION 

WITH  HIM  SINCE  THE  LAST  DEPOSITION? 

A.  RIGHT. 

Q.  AND  NR.  ELSTBAD,  HOW  MANY  TIMES  HAVE  YOU  TALKED 

TO  HIM  SINCE  THE  LAST  DEPOSITION? 

A.  2  THINK  THREE,  THREE  TIMES.  ONCE  »Y  PHONE.  IT 

CQPhP  BI  FOUR  TIMES.  HE  CALLED  ME,  URGING  MB  TO  GET  THE 
MATERIALS  READY.  PRAYING  THAT  I  COULD  DO  IT  BEFORE  THE  18TH, 
BECAUSE  HE  THOUGHT  HE  WOULD  RUN  INTO  DIFFICULTIES  IF  IT  WENT 
UNTIL  THE  18TH. 

AND  THEN  KB  CALLING  HIM  TO  MAKE  ARRANGEMENTS  TO 
DELIVER  TO  HIM  THE  DOCUMENTS  WHICH  W1  HAVE  HERE  TODAY. 

AND  THEN  I  MET  HIM  BRIEFLY  AS  I  WALKED  IN  TODAY, 
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PICKED  UP  THE  DOCUMENTS  FROM  HIM  IN  HIS  OFFICE. 

Q.  OKAY,  NOW  WHEN  DID  HE  CALL  YOU,  URGING  YOU  TO  GET 

READY  BEFORE  THE  18TH?  BBCAUSE  WE  HAD  ORIGINALLY  SCHEDULED 
THIS  DEPOSITION  ON  THE  18TH;  CORRECT? 

A.  RIGHT,  BUT  THERE  WAS,  AS  YOU  MENTIONED  EARLIER, 
THERE  WAS  THIS  TALK  OF  A  NEED  TO  GET  ZT  DONE. 


Q. 

EARLIER? 

A. 

EARLIER. 

Q. 

RIGHT.  SO  WHEN  DID  HE  CALL  YOU  AND  ASK  YOU  TO 

GET  IT  DONE  BT  THE  12TH  INSTEAD  OF  THE  1STH? 


A. 

MAYBE  LAST  FRIDAY. 

Q. 

OKAY. 

A. 

PERHAPS . 

Q. 

AND  THEN  YOU  — 

A. 

AND  TOEX  W1  CONNECTED  AGAIN  ON  SUNDAY.  SUNDAY 

WAS  WHEN  I  DELIVERED  THE  DOCUMENTS  TO  BIN. 


Q. 

AND  WHERE  WAS  THAT? 

A. 

IN  OAKLAND. 

0. 

WHERE  IB  OAKLAND? 

^  A  e 

V  Q. 

MONTCLAIR  AREA  GENERALLY. 

WHAT  DO  YOU  KEAN  THE  "MONTCLAIR  ARIA  GENERALLY"? 

WAS  IT  AT  SOMEONE'S  HOUSE? 


A. 

NO,  IT  WAS  JUST  WE  —  I  CALLED  HIM  UP  AND  WE 

AGREED  TO 

NEST  AT  A  PARTICULAR  PLACE. 

Q. 

WHERE  WAS  THAT? 

A. 

WELL,  IT  HAPPENED  TO  BE  IN  A  PARKING  LOT,  THE 
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PLACE. 

'Q.  SO  YOU  DELIVERED  ALL  OP  THESE  DOCUMENTS  THAT  YOU 

mm-  mm 

A.  EVERYTHING  THAT  I'VE  GIVEN  YOU  TODAY. 

Q.  SO  SINCE  SUNDAY,  YOU  HAVEN’T  LOOKED  AT  ANY  OP 

THIS? 

A.  RIGHT. 

g.  SO  YOU  DID  YOU!  WORK  ON  THESE  DOCUMENTS  BBTW8RN 

FRIDAY  AND  SUNDAY,  OVER  THE  LAST  WEEKEND? 

A.  CORRECT. 

Q.  AND  DID  YOU  HAVE  TO  TRAVEL  SOMEWHERE  TO  GET  THESE 

DOCUMENTS?  YOU  HAD  SAID  BEFORE  YOU  HAD  TO  TAKE  A  TRIP  TO 
GET  THE  DOCUMENTS? 

A.  NO,  I  TOLD  YOU  THAT  I  HAVE  TO  TAKE  A  TRIP,  AND  I 

HAVE  TO  DO  THAT  THIS  WEEKEND,  BUT  THAT  DOESN'T  FALL  BEFORE 
THE  12TH.  SO  I  AM  LIMITED  TO  THIS  SET  OP  DOCUMENTS,  WHICH  I 
HAD  IN  THE  GENERAL  GBOGRAPHIC  AREA  WHERE  I  LIVE,  IN  MARIN. 

Q.  NOW,  WHAT  DID  YOU  TALK  TO  MX.  BL3TEAD  ABOUT  WHEN 

YOU  MET  HIM  IN  OAKLAND? 

V  A-  I  DESCRIBED  I  ROUGHLY  DESCRIBED  THE  DOCUMENTS. 

rf 

I  SHOWED  HIM  THE  VARIOUS  GROUPINGS  OF  THE  DOCUMENTS.  AND 
BEYOND  THAT  WE  JUST  PARTED.  I  TOOK  THE  BOX  OF  DOCUMENTS 
FROM  THE  TRUNK  OF  NY  CAR,  CARRIED  THEM  TO  MIS  CAR.  W«  SPENT 
A  COUPLE  MINUTES. 

Q.  OKAY,  AND  THAT'S  THE  SUM  TOTAL  OF  THE  TIMES 

YOU'VE  TALKED  TO  MR.  ELSTEAD? 
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AND  ASSOCIATES ,  WHETHER  ANY  Or  THOSE  STUDENTS  HAVE  EVER 
TURNED  TO  THE  CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY? 

A.  I  HAVE  NO  INFORMATION. 

0.  DO  YOU  HAVE  ANY  IDEA  WHETHER  ANYBODY  HAS  EV1R 

TAKEN  FURTHER  COURSES,  AFTER  TAKING  THE  TIME  MANAGEMENT 

COURSE? 

A.  NO  INFORMATION. 

Q.  SO  YOU ' VB  NOW  GIVEN  ME  THE  SUM  TOTAL  OF  YOUR 

TESTIMONY  AND  THE  SOURCES  YOU'VE  CITED  THAT  YOU'VE  GIVEN  TO 
US  WITH  RESPECT  TO  THESE  THREE  TOPICS? 

A.  I'VE  DONE  THAT,  AND  I'VE  PROVIDED  YOU  A  MASS  OF 

DOCUMENTS,  SOME  OF  WHICH  WE  HA  *  NOT  HAD  THE  TIMB  TO  GO  OVER 
YET. 

q.  OKAY.  NOW,  YOU  MENTIONED  EARLIER  THAT  YOU 

BELIEVE  THERE'S  SOME  KIND  OF  TEMPORARY  RESTRAINING  ORDER 
THAT  MAY  KEEP  YOU  FROM  DOING  SOMETHING  WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE 
CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY;  IS  THAT  RIGHT? 

A.  I'M  NOT  CERTAIN. 

Q.  DO  YOU  HAVE  ANY  OPINION  ABOUT  WHETHER  THAT 

TEMPORARY  RESTRAINING  ORDER  WOULD  RESTRAIN  YOU  FROM 
TESTIFYING  IN  THIS  CASE? 

A.  I  —  I  DOUBT  IT. 

q.  WHY  DO  YOU  SAY  THAT,  IP  YOU  DON'T  KNOW  WHAT  THE 

TEMPORARY  RESTRAINING  ORDIR  SAYS? 

A.  WELL,  JUST  BECAUSE  I  DOUBT  THAT  I  COULD  BE 

RESTRAINED  FROM  TESTIFYING.  I  KNOW  THAT  THEY  MAY  ATTEMPT  TO 
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DO  THAT,  BUT  I  THINK  THAT  NO  MATTER  HOW  BIG  SCIENTOLOGY  IS, 

I  DON'T  THINK  THAT  IT  WILL  WEAR  DOWN  THE  U.S.  JUSTICE 

SYSTEM. 


Q  • 

WHAT  DO  YOU  MEAN  BY  THAT? 

A. 

WELL,  I  THINK  THAT  NO  MATTER  WHAT  SCIENTOLOGY 

DOES /  IF  I  WERE  ORDERED  TO  TESTIFY,  I  THINK  THAT  THAT 
WOULD 


0- 

ORDERED  BY  WHOM  TO  TESTIFY? 

A. 

ORDERED  BY  SUBPENA,  ORDERED  BY  A  COURT. 

Q. 

BUT  YOU  HAVEN’T  BEEN  SUBPENAID  TO  TESTIFY  HERE 

TODAY;  YOU  KNOW  THAT;  CORRECT?  YOU'VE  RECEIVED  NO  SUBPENA? 


A. 

FOR  TODAY? 

Q. 

RIGHT,  AND  FOR  LAST  TIME  WHEN  YOU  WERE  DEPOSED. 

A. 

I  DIDN’T  —  I  MEAN,  YOU  ISSUED  A  NOTICE  OF 

SUBPENA  — 

-  OR  NOTICE  OF  DEPOSITION;  RIGHT? 

Q. 

RIGHT.  YOU'VE  NEVER  RECEIVED  A  SUBPENA  TO 

TESTIFY? 

A. 

I  HAVE  A  SUBPENA  FOR  TODAY. 

Q. 

WHAT  DOBS  THE  SUBPENA  LOOK  LIKE?  WHO  ISSUED 

THAT? 

A. 

JOHN  BLSTEAD . 

Q. 

I'VE  SEEN  NO  SUBPENA. 

A. 

I  DON'T  KNOW.  MAYBE  YOU  DIDN'T  GET  A  COPY. 

Q. 

WHEN  DID  YOU  TALK  TO  JOHN  ELSTEAD  ABOUT  A 

SUBPENA? 

A. 

I  THINK  HE  JUST  FILLED  IT  OUT  THIS  MORNING. 
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Q.  DID  you  ask  him  for  a  subpena? 

A.  I  BELIEVE  THAT  I  —  THAT  I  TOLD  HIH  THAT  THBRE 

MAY  BS  A  TRO  ISSUED  WHEN  I  FIRST  LEARNED  OF  IT. 

Q.  WHEN  WAS  THAT? 

A.  LIKE  I  TOLD  YOU,  THE  ONLY  THING  I'VE  SEEN,  WHICH 

ISN'T  OFFICIAL,  IS  A  STATEMENT  BY  SCIENTOLOGY'S  LAWYER. 

Q.  WHEN  DID  YOU  FIRST  TELL  MR.  BLSTEAD  YOU  THOUGHT 

THBRE  MAY  BE  A  TRO  ISSUBD? 

A.  I  THINK  MAYBE  WHBN  I  DELIVERED  THE  DOCUMENTS  TO 


0. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


HIM. 

WHBN  WAS  THAT?  ON  FRIDAY? 

SUNDAY. 

ON  SUNDAY? 

YEAH. 

SO  YOU  ASKED  HIM  TO  OIVI  YOU  A  SUBPENA? 

I  JUST  TOLD  HIM  THAT  THERE'S  A  —  THERE  MAY  BB, 
ALTHOUGH  I'VE  NOT  SEEN  IT,  A  TRO. 

AND  HE  SAID,  "YOU  HAVEN'T  SEEN  IT?" 

I  SAID,  "NO." 

0.  HAVE  YOU  TOLD  MR.  BLSTEAD  IF  THB  TRO  IS  IN  EFFECT 

AND  PRICLUDBS  YOU  FROM  TESTIFYING,  YOU  DON'T  WANT  TO  BS  USED 

AS  AN  EXPERT  IN  THIS  CASE? 

I  HAVE  NOT  CONSIDERED  THAT  AS  AN  OPTION  AND  I 

DON'T  THINK  THAT  THAT  COULD  HAPPEN. 

Q.  WHY  IS  THAT? 

A.  BECAUS1  I  DON’T  THINK  ANY  COURT  IS  GOING  TO  HONOR 
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THAT . 

Q.  OKAY,  I  HAVE  NEVER  SEEN  IN  MY  LEGAL  CAREER  AN 

EXPERT  WITNESS  SUBPBNABD  IN  ANY  CASE  IN  MY  LIFE,  SO  I'M 
HAVING  GREAT  DIFFICULTY  WITH  THIS.  IF  YOU’RE  HERE 
VOLUNTARILY  AS  AN  EXPERT  WITNBSfl ,  THEN  WE  HAVE  AN  OBLIGATION 
TO  PAY  YOU  WITNESS  FEES  AND  TREAT  YOU  LIKE  AN  EXPERT.  IF 
YOU'RE  HERE  UNDER  SUB PENA,  THAT'S  A  VERY  DIFFERENT  THING. 


A.  I'M  HERE  AS  AN  EXPERT. 

Q.  ARE  YOU  HERE  VOLUNTARILY  AS  AN  IXPBRT  WITNESS? 

A.  I'M  HERE  VOLUNTARILY  AS  AN  EXPERT  WITNESS.  I’VE 

ALSO  BEEN  SUBPENAED. 

q .  r’D  LIKE  A  COPY  OF  THE  SUBPENA,  PLEASE. 

A.  OKAY,  I'LL  ASK  MR.  ELSTEAD. 

Q.  WELL,  LET'S  GIT  IT. 

(THE  WITNESS  LEFT  THE  ROOM  BRIEFLY  AND  THEN 

RBTURNBD) 

THE  WITNESS:  Hi  DOESN'T  HAVE  IT  RIGHT  NOW. 

BY  MS.  RKMNERS:  Q.  DO  YOU  HAVE  IT  IN  YOUR 


POSSESSION? 

A.  I'M  NOT  SURE. 

Q.  I  MEAN  IF  YOU  WERE  GIVEN  THE  SUBPENA,  I  IMAGINE 

YOU  WOULD  WANT  TO  HAVE  IT,  WOULDN'T  YOU? 

A.  I  THINK  IT  MAY  BE  DOWN  IN  MY  CAR. 

Q.  WILL ,  I'D  LIKE  YOU  TO  GO  GET  IT. 

A .  OKAY . 

(7-MINUTE  RECESS) 
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THE  WITNESS:  WE’RE  JUST  GOING  TO  FIVE;  OKAY.  I 
HAVE  AN  APPOINTMENT  AFTER  THAT. 

BY  MS.  RBMMERS:  Q.  CAN  I  5EB  TUB  SUBPENA, 

PLEASE? 

A.  I  DIDN’T  BRING  IT  BACK  WITH  M*. 

Q.  WHY  IS  THAT? 

A.  IN  CONSULTATION  WITH  MR.  BLSTEAD ,  I'VE  DECIDED 

THAT  IT'S  NOT  RELEVANT  TO  MY  EXPERT  TESTIMONY.  I  WAS  NOT 
REQUIRED  BY  YOUR  NOTICE  TO  PRODUCE  IT.  IT’S  NOT  ANYTHING 
UPON  WHICH  I  WILL  RELY  AT  TRIAL  TO  SHOW  MY  EXPERTISE  AND 
KNOWLEDGE  OF  THE  ORGANIZATION  OR  ANY  OF  MY  OPINIONS. 

Q .  OKAY . 

A.  SO  I  WILL  AT  THIS  POINT  DECLINE  TO  PRODUCE  THE 

SUBPENA. 

Q.  OKAY.  WHAT  ELSE  DID  YOU  TALK  ABOUT  WITH  MR. 

ELSTEAD?  I  NOTICED  RIGHT  AFTER  YOU  WBNT  TO  YOUR  CAR,  MR. 
ELSTEAD  FOLLOWED  YOU  OUT,  AND  YOU  HAD  A  CONFERENCE  BEHIND 
CLOSED  DOORS  WITH  MR.  BLSTEAD.  I'D  LIKE  YOU  TO  TELL  MB 
EVERY  SINGLE  WORD  THAT  MR.  ELSTEAD  OR  THAT  HIS  CO-COUNSBL 
HERE  SAID  TO  YOU. 

A.  IF  MR.  BLSTEAD  FQLLOWBD  ME  OUT,  THEN  AGAIN  IT  WAS 

NOT  CONNECTED  TO  ME. 

Q.  YOU  DID  NOT  SEE  HIM  IN  THE  CAR  OR  DOWNSTAIRS? 

A.  NO. 

Q.  YOU  WERE  JUST  BEHIND  CLOSED  DOORS  WITH  HIM. 

DID  YOU  HAVE  THE  SUBPENA  IN  YOUR  HAND  WHEN  YOU 
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CAME  UP  TO  SEE  MR.  ELSTEAD? 

A.  YES. 

Q.  YOU  RETRIEVED  IT  FROM  YOUR  CAR? 

A.  RIGHT. 

q,  AND  WHAT  DID  MR.  ELSTEAD  TELL  YOU  THAT  MADE  YOU 

CONVINCED  YOU  DO  NOT  NEED  TO  PRODUCE  IT  HERE?  FIRST  OF  ALL, 
HE  HAS  TO  SERVE  THE  SUBPENA  ON  US,  TOO.  HE  HAS  TO  SHOW  US  A 
COPY,  TOO. 

A.  HE  PROBABLY  WILL.  BUT  IN  GOING  OVER  IT  WITH 

HIM  — 

Q.  WHAT  DID  HE  SAY? 

A.  FIRST  OF  ALL  —  I’M  ABOUT  TO  TELL  YOU.  WITH 

REGARDS  TO  THE  ARMSTRONG  LITIGATION,  THAT  I  HAVE  A  RIGHT  TO 
PRIVACY  IN  THAT  LITIGATION,  AND  THAT  YOUR  QUESTIONS  PROBING 
INTO  THE  ARMSTRONG  LITIGATION  ARB  IMPROPER. 

SECONDLY,  WITH  REGARDS  TO  -- 

q.  HE  IS  WRONG,  SIR.  I  HAVE  A  RIGHT  TO  KNOW  ABOUT 

YOUR  BIASES  AND  PREJUDICE,  IF  YOU'RE  TESTIFYING  AS  AN  EXPERT 
WITNESS  IN  THIS  CASE  .  .  . 

A.  THAT'S  FINE. 

Q.  ...  PERIOD ,  INCLUDING  ALL  LITIGATION  IN  WHICH 

YOU  ARE  AN  ADVERSARY  TO  THE  CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY. 

WHAT  ELSE  DID  HE  TELL  YOU? 

A.  AS  1  TOLD  YOU  JUST  A  MOMENT  AGO,  IN  MY  DISCUSSION 

WITH  HIM,  AND  I  ARRIVED  AT  THAT  CONCLUSION  AS  WILL,  THAT  I 
HAVE  PRODUCED  THOSE  DOCUMENTS  UPON  WHICH  I  WILL  RELY.  THOSE 

_  ,  - •  —  ■  11  ■ 

DOUTHIT  &  BARBALACCI  -  (415)  543-1775  OR  (707)  573-3052 


*087*80160 


03-16-92  07:03PM  P009  #*0 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 


.•I  C  M  1  3  5  JP’H-J.as-T'a.e-01  =>  .  1  O 

’”32*9* 

ARE  THE  THINGS  WHICH  YOU  REQUESTED.  YOU  DID  NOT  REQUEST  ANY 
OTHER  DOCUMENTS.  YOU  HAVE  A  RIGHT  TO  NOW  REQUEST  IT.  I’M 
CERTAIN  THAT  YOU  WILL  IN  DUE  COURSE  RECEIVE  YOUR  OWN  COPY. 

Q.  MR.  ARMSTRONG  — 

A.  BUT  RIGHT  NOW  I  DECLINE  TO  PRODUCE  IT.  WE  ONLY 

HAVE  15  MINUTES  LEFT  IN  THE  DEPOSITION,  AND  I  WOULD  REQUEST 
THAT  WE  CARRY  ON.  AND  IF  THERE'S  ANYTHING  SUBSTANTIVE  THAT 
YOU  WANTED  TO  COVER  IN  THESE  15  MINUTBS,  I'M  QUITE  HAPPY  TO 
PROCEED. 

Q.  MR.  ARMSTRONG,  I  WANT  YOU  TO  TELL  MB  PRECISELY 

WHAT  MR.  ELSTEAD  SAID  TO  YOU,  IN  HIS  EXACT  WORDS?  IT  WAS 
JUST  FIVE  MINUTES  AGO. 

A.  I  BELIEVE  THAT  I  HAVE  SAID  AS  PRECISELY  AS  I  CAN. 

Q.  WHAT  WORDS  DID  HE  UTTER  TO  YOU? 

A.  IF  YOU  COULD  REPEAT  BACK  MY  STATEMENT  WITH 

REGARDS  TO  — 

Q.  YOU  SAID  "IN  MY  DISCUSSION  WITH  HIM."  YOU  DID 

NOT  DESCRIBE  WHAT  HE  SAID  TO  YOU. 

I  WANT  TO  HEAR  WHAT  HE  SAID  TO  YOU. 

A.  HE  SAID,  "YOU’VE  GOT  A  RIGHT  TO  PRIVACY,  SHE 

CAN'T  GO  INQUIRING  INTO  —  YOU  DON’T  HAVE  TO  ANSWER 
QUESTIONS  WITH  REGARDS  TO  OTHER  LITIGATION." 

Q.  WHAT  ELSE  DID  HR  SAY? 

A.  I  THINK  EVERYTHING  THAT  I'VE  TOLD  YOU.  I  CAN’T 

THINK  OF  ANY  MORE  DETAILS. 

Q.  AND  HE  TOLD  YOU  THAT  I  HAD  NO  RIGHT  TO  SEE  THE 

DOUTHIT  6  BARBALACCI  -  (415)  543-1775  OR  (707)*  573*3082 _ 


40874801 60 


03-16-9?  D*7  *0)0  tun 


14 


ft  R  -  1  6  —  3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 


nCM  13:06  aPH-^-ise—  T4-S  —  ei 


i.  0 


p  .  i  l 


SUBPE«»  THAT  YOU  WERE  GIVEN  THIS  MORNING.  YOU  5*10,  BY  „R . 
ELSTEAD;  correct? 

A-  RIGHT,  THAT  THIS  WAS  NOT  WHAT  THE  DEPOSITION  WAS 

ABOUT,  THAT  I  WAS  NOT  RBQUIRBD ,  AND  I  COMPLETELY  AGREE  WITH 
HIM.  THAT’S  NOT  WHAT  THIS  DEPOSITION  IS  ABOUT. 

I  AM  HERE  PURSUANT  TO  AGREEMENT  WITH  YOU,  TO  ACT 
AN  EXPERT  I,  THI,  CASE.  AND  I'M  PROCEEDING  ON  THAT  BASIS , 
a.  AND  WOULD  YOU  HAVE  BEEN  HERE  -  WILL,  YOU  WERE 

herb  absent  a  subpen*?  you  showed  uf  foe  tee  deposition 

WITHOUT  HAVING  RECEIVED  A  SUBPBNA? 

A.  RIGHT. 

a.  AND  YOU  WOULD  HAVE  COMB  WHETHER  MR.  ILSTEAD  GAV& 
YOU  A  SUBPENA  OR  NOT? 

A-  I'M  —  THAT  DIDH'T  ENTER  IHTO  MY  EVALUATION  OF 

WHETHER  OR  HOT  TO  -  TO  SHOW  UF.  I  FELT  THAT  I  HAD 

COMMITTED  TO  BEING  HERE;  SO  I  WOULD  DO  WHAT  I  COULD  TO  BE 
HERS. 

AND  it  WASN  T  MY  CHOICE.  I  WANTED  TO  MAKE  IT  THB 
18TH'  BUT  1  010  WHAT  1  C°ULE>  TO  ACCOMMODATE  YOU.  AND  I 
WORKED,  PUT  IN  A  GREAT  NUMBER  OP  HOURS  TO  ASSEMBLE  MY 
MATERIALS . 

0-  OKAY,  HOW  MANY  HOURS  HAVE  YOU  PUT  IN  SO  PAR?  YOU 

HAD  TOLD  ME  HOW  MANY  HOURS  YOU  PUT  IN  UP  TO  THB  LAST 
DEPOSITION. 


330 


A. 


HOW  MANY  HOURS  HAVE  YOU  PUT  IN? 
ASIDE  FROM  DEPOSITIONS? 
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IN  THE  SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  MARIN 


— oOo — 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation. 

Plaintiff, 

vs . 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1-25, 
inclusive , 

Defendants . 


) 

) 

) 

)  No.  BC  052395 
) 

)  , 

) 

) 

) 

) 


DEPOSITION  OF 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


Volume  III 
October  7,  1992 


REPORTED  BY:  LARRY  BOSTOW,  CSR#  5941 
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MR.  GREENE:  Go  ahead. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  while 
working  in  Mr.  Greene's  office,  have  you  provided 
assistance  to  any  other  individuals  who  are  engaged  in 
disputes  with  the  Church  of  Scientology  International  r< 
any  other  entity  that's  covered  by  the  settlement 
agreement? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  two  positions. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  That's  at  any  time  since  ii<- 

/ 

came  to  work  at  your  office? 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  absolutely  right. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay.  Exhibit  13. 

(Whereupon  Plaintiff '= 
Exhibit  13  was  marked.  > 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  The  court  reporter  ha: 
handed  you,  Mr.  Armstrong,  something  that  has  been  mar!  ~-d 
as  Exhibit  13.  It's  a  two-page  document.  It  begins,  ^n 
page  1,  with  the  words  "Where,"  colon,  "Marin  Superic 
Court,  San  Rafael  Civic  Center." 

i 

And  I'll  ask  you  if  you've  ever  seen  thi 
document  before. 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  is  this  a  press  release  that  was 

provided  to  the  media  concerning  your  case? 

A.  Yes. 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 


on 


You  know  who  wrote  the  press  release? 

Yes . 

Who  was  that? 

Mr.  Greene. 

Did  you  help  Mr.  Greene  in  its  prepared 
Broadly,  no. 

Did  you  consult  with  him  about  its 
preparation  at  all? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Did  he  show  it  to  you  after  he  had  draft-, 

it? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  make  any  changes  to  it  after  he 
showed  it  to  you? 

A.  I  have  a  recollection  of  making  minor 
typographical  changes. 

Q-  Other  than  that,  you  approved  it? 

A-  In  that  I  did  not  object  to  it. 

0-  Do  you  know  to  whom  if  u.  ■ 

wncm,  ir  anyone,  tms  pre:  ;• 

release  was  sent? 

A-  I  presently  have  no  recollection  of  any  -f 
the  recipients. 

Did  you  send  it  out  to  anyone  yourself? 

A  I  have  no  recollection  of  sending  it  out. 

—  Might  have;  ffii9ht  not  have;  you  just  don't 
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A.  Yes. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  approximately  how  many  such 
interviews  you've  given  in  1992? 

A.  I  believe  there  has  only  been  one  interview 

which  I  would  consider  an  interview,  and  that  was  with 
CNN. 

Q*  And  were  there  other  times  when  you  spoke  • o 
reporters,  or  other  media  representatives,  that  you  din 
not  consider  an  interview? 

A.  Yes. 

Q •  Approximately  how  many  of  those? 

A.  I  must  retract  that. 

X  consider  that  Bill  Horne  of  the  American 
Lawyer  interviewed  me. 

then  additional  contacts  of  any  kind 
with  the  media,  perhaps  ten. 

Q*  All  right.  Let's  look  first  at  the 

interview  with  CNN. 

Do  you  recall  the  date  of  that  interview 

A.  My  recollection  is  March  20th,  1992. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  1 r. 

hearing  held  before  Judge  Dufficy  in  Marin  County- 
Superior  Court  on  the  motion  for  preliminary  injuncti-p 

A.  Yes. 

_ 0* _ Which  was  it,  before  or  after? 

MARY  HIL1ABRAND  INC? 
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Q. 

A.' 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


After. 

The  same  day  or  the  next  day? 

Same  day. 

And  where  did  this  interview  take  place^ 
In  Mr.  Greene's  office. 

Do  you  recall  the  name  of  the  reporter? 
Yes. 

Q-  And  who  was  that? 

A.  Don  Knapp,  N-a-p-p  (sic). 

MR.  GREENE:  K-n  _ 

THE  WITNESS:  K-n-a-p-p. 

Thank  you. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  q.  And  for  approximately 
how  long  were  you  interviewed  by  Mr.  Knapp? 

A "  Perhaps  five  minutes.  Less. 

Q.  And  was  your  lawyer  also  interviewed  by  Ml  . 

Knapp? 

A.  Yes. 

e-  DO  you  recall  any  of  the  substance  of  wh,: 

you  communicated  to  Mr  _> 

KnaPP  during  the  interview? 

A-  Yes. 

Q*  What  was  that? 

A-  It  related  to  Scientology's  practice  of  Mir 

9ame  and  my  Knowledge  of  organizational  and  Hubbardia,, 
fraud. 

Mary  hiliabrand  nur 
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Q.  Knowledge  which  you  had  gained  because  of 
your  years  of  experience  with  the  organization,  as  yon 
tern  it? 

A.  Correct. 

Q.  Was  the  interview  videotaped? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  was  the  entirety  of  the  interview 
videotaped,  or  were  there  times  that  you  also  spoke  with 
Mr.  Knapp  that  were  not  videotaped? 

A.  If,  by  that,  you  mean  when,  for  example,  i 
may  have  helped  him  out  with  his  camera  gear,  opened  th« 
door  for  him  and  said  "Good-by,"  or  helped  him  move 
things  around  and  exchanged  comments  of  that  nature, 
then,  no.  I  think  that's  how  to  answer  it. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Could  you  read  back  the 
question  and  the  answer,  because  I'm  not  sure  — 

MR.  GREENE:  He  said  that  there  was  no 
substance  aside  from  courtesies  that  --  there  was 
nothing  —  nothing  was  videotaped  except  — 

Go  ahead.  Read  it  back. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  I'm  not  sure  that  was  th*-' 
answer  to  the  question.  I  just  want  to  see  what  we'v<- 
got . 

Okay. 

(Whereupon  the  record  was  read.) 
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was  aired  by  CNN. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  So  you  asked  Mr.  Knapp 
how  you  could  go  about  doing  that? 

A.  That's  the  gist  of  the  conversation. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  his  reply? 

A.  Not  specifically. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  anything  else  with  Mr.  Knapp 
besides  the  obtaining  of  the  videotape  of  that  segment: 

A.  It  may  have  been  that  we  discussed  running 

briefly. 

Q.  Did  you  ever  have  any  other  occasion  to 

speak  with  Mr.  Knapp  besides  the  two  that  you've  now 
described? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Do  you  know  who  arranged  for  Mr.  Knapp  to 
come  to  Mr.  Greene's  office  on  March  20th? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Were  you  working  in  Mr.  Greene's  office  on 
March  20th,  1992? 

A.  Yes. 

Q-  When  were  you  interviewed  by  Bill  Horne? 

A.  I  believe  in  the  spring,  this  year. 


23 

24 

25 


Do  you  recall  what  month? 
Not  right  now. 


Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  th* 
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CNN  interview  that  you've  described? 

A.  It  was  after. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  i-h« 
first  time  you  came  down  to  Los  Angeles  for  a  hearing  in 
this  case,  after  it  had  been  transferred  to  Los  Angela 
A.  I  believe  it  was  before. 

Q.  Okay.  How  did  you  come  to  have  an  interview 
with  Mr.  Horne? 

A.  I  think  that  it  stems  from  my  involvement  in 

/ 

Scientology  litigation,  which  subject  he  was  covering  in 
his  story. 

Q.  Did  he  contact  you,  or  did  you  contact  him: 

A.  I  believe  he  contacted  me. 

Q.  By  telephone  or  in  person  or  in  writing? 

A.  I  believe  by  telephone. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  approximately  how  long  before 

interview  with  Mr .  Horne  he  contacted  you  by 
telephone? 

A.  it  might  have  been  as  long  as  a  couple  oi 

weeks . 

Q.  And  your  interview  was  in  person,  was  it 

not? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  As  best  you  can  recall,  when  Mr.  Horne 
contacted  you  by  telephone  that  first  time,  what  did  hr 
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say  to  you  and  what  did  you  say  to  him? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection. 

o.  Did  you  have  any  subsequent  telephone  cal], 
with  Hr.  Horne  before  you  were  interviewed  by  him  in 
person? 

A*  I  believe  so. 

Q*  Do  y°u  recall  how  many? 

A.  Perhaps  two. 

Q-  Can  you  distinguish  between  the  two 

conversations  in  your  mind,  or  do  they  blur  together  when 
you  think  about  them? 

A-  I  distinguish  them  by  his  proximity:  As  he 
approached,  he  made  a  call. 

2-  As  he  approached  San  Anselmo  from  some  other 
part  of  the  country? 

A-  Correct. 

Q-  Do  you  recall  what  was  said  in  the  first 

conversation? 

A.  No. 

Qm  D°  y°U  reca11  anything  that  was  said  by 

ither  of  you  in  the  second  conversation? 

A-  It  related  to  logistics,  when  was  he 

arriving. 

°*  Approximately  how  much  time  did  you  spend 
with  him  after  he  had  arrived? 
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A.  I  believe  I  spent,  myself,  perhaps  an  hon? 
and  a  half  with  him. 


him? 


Q.  Do  you  know  anyone  else  who  spent  time  with 

A.  Mr.  Greene  spent  some  time  with  him. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  how  much  time? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Was  Mr.  Greene  present  when  you  were 
interviewed  by  him? 

A.  Some  of  the  * ~  a. 

Q.  Were  you  present  when  Mr.  Greene  was 
interviewed  by  him? 

A.  Some  of  the  time. 

Q.  Where  did  your  interview  take  place? 

A.  In  the  office  and  walking  into  San  Anselmo, 

having  lunch,  and  returning. 

Q.  Mr.  Horne  arrived  at  your  office  on  the  dav 
of  the  interview,  which  date  you  don't  recall;  is  that 
right? 

A.  I'm  sorry.  I  didn't  get  that. 

Q.  Did  Mr.  Horne  arrive  on  his  own  at  your 

office? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Was  he  by  himself? 

A.  Yes. 
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A. 


Q. 


A. 


Q. 


discussed 


A. 


Q. 


No. 

Did  he  take  notes? 

At  times. 

Do  you  remember  the  subjects  that  you 
with  Mr.  Horne? 

Broadly,  yes. 

Did  you  tape  the  interview  with  Mr.  Horne- 


A.  No. 


Q.  Did  Mr.  Greene? 

A.  I  don't  know. 


MR.  GREENE:  God  may  have. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  God  records  everything, 

Ford.  Best  court  reporter  of  all. 

Q.  What  subjects  do  you  recall  discussing  with 
Mr.  Horne,  speaking  of  broad  subjects  now? 

A.  The  effect  of  the  settlement  agreements,  the 
plight  of  the  organization,  what  it  would  take  to  end  i'*s 
legal  troubles. 

Q.  Anything  else? 

A.  That's,  basically,  it. 

Q.  When  you  say  "the  effect  of  the  settlement 

agreements,"  you  are  talking  about  agreements  other  th.-m 
just  ypurs? 

A.  Mine  and  others  of  that  ilk,  so  both  on  n 
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q.  And  you  are  talking  here  about  other 
settlement  agreements  that  included  nondisclosure 
agreements;  is  that  right? 

A.  What  was  your  question  again? 
q.  When  you  say  "others  of  that  ilk,"  you  are- 
discussing  other  settlement  agreements  that  included 
nondisclosure  provisions;  is  that  correct? 

A.  Specific  to  the  organization,  yes. 
q.  Did  you  discuss  your  own  litigation  with  c:;i 
with  Mr.  Horne? 

A.  I  believe  it  was  discussed  in  some  form,  *"h.e 
specifics  about  which  I  do  not  know. 

q.  You  don’t  know,  or  you  don't  recall? 

A.  I  fail  to  see  a  difference  in  that  sentence 

or  context. 

Q.  Well,  if  you  don't  know  something  was 
discussed,  you  could  not  know  it  by  never  having  been 
tnere  or  it  never  having  come  up. 

A.  But  you  know  that  I  was  there,  and  I  sal1'  >t 

had  come  up.  So  we've  eliminated  those  two  from  the 
definition,  at  least,  the  distinction  between  "know"  ->n<i 
"recall"  in  that  sentence. 

In  any  case,  if  it  would  speed  things:  T  io 

not  recall. 
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Did  you  discuss  with  Mr.  Horne  any  of  youi 

experiences  that  you  had  had  with  any  Church  of 
Scientology  or  with  Mr.  Hubbard  prior  to  1986? 


A. 

I  only  met  him  in  1992. 

Q. 

Right . 

Did  you  discuss  with  him  any  experiences  ymi 

had  had  with 

the  Church  of  Scientology  or  Mr.  Hubbard, 

and  dating  those  experiences  back  to  before  1986? 

A.  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  specific 
experience  being  discussed. 


Q  • 

Might  have;  might  not  have;  you  just  don't 

recall? 

MR.  GREENE:  Objection. 

You  can  answer  the  question. 

THE  WITNESS:  Yes. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  But  you  discussed  the 

settlement  agreements  with  him;  is  that  right? 


A. 

That  is  one  of  the  things  which  I  recall  -•> 

this  time. 

Q. 

Did  you  give  him  a  copy  of  your  settlement 

agreement? 

A. 

I  don’t  believe  so. 

Q. 

Did  you  give  him  any  documents? 

A. 

I  may  have. 

Q. 

Do  you  recall,  as  you  sit  here  today,  any 
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documents  that  you  know  you  gave  to  him? 

A.  No. 

Q.  Did  your  lawyer  give  him  any  documents? 

A.  I  don't  know. 

Q •  if  you  had  given  Mr.  Horne  any  documents,  is 

there  anywhere  you  might  have  made  note  of  that  or  kept  a 
record  of  it  in  some  way? 

A.  There  could  be. 

Q.  Where  would  that  be? 

A.  I  don't  know. 

Q.  You  might  have  made  such  a  note,  but  you 
don't  know  where  that  note  would  be? 

MR.  GREENE:  Okay.  Enough.  Speculation. 
Don't  answer  any  more  of  these  "if  you"-type 

questions. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Well,  I'm  trying  to  find  out 
if  there's  anything  in  existence  that  could  refresh  tho 
witness's  recollection,  and  I  think  I'm  entitled  to  tha'  . 

-  MR.  GREENE:  Then  ask  him.  No  more 

speculative  questions. 

Don't  answer  the  "if,"  speculative, 

questions . 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  you  gave  document 
to  reporters  or  other  members  of  the  media,  Mr. 

Armstrong,  has  it  been  your  custom  and  practice  to  make 
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But  as  to  the  specific  discussion  of  it  as  c  workable 
philosophy,  I  don't  believe  so. 

Q.  Do  you  recall  anything  else  that  you 
discussed  with  Mr.  Welkos  during  that  conversation 
besides  what  you've  already  testified  to? 

A.  Perhaps  the  transfer  of  the  case  to  Los 
Angeles . 

You  won  that  transfer  motion.  You  shouldn't 

complain. 

MR.  GREENE:  Yeah,  shooting  gun. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  I  figure  we're  1  for  1  on 
the  transfer  motions. 

MR.  GREENE:  Yeah,  tit  for  tat.  But  we'l] 
see  how  the  tat  — 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Anything  else,  that  you 

recall? 

A.  Not  that  I  recall.- 

Q.  When  was  the  next  time  you  spoke  to  Mr. 
Welkos  or  Mr.  Sappell? 

A.  Around  the  time  of  the  Sohigian  ruling. 

Q.  This  is  another  telephone  conversation? 

A.  In  that  I  have  only  met  Mr.  Welkos  on  thnt 
one  occasion,  yes. 

Q.  I  apologize.  You  said  that,  and  I  forgot. 

And  this  was  a  conversation  with  Mr.  Welko<=? 
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A.  Yes. 

Q.  Did  you  call  him,  or  did  he  call  you? 

A.  I  believe  I  originated  the  conversation. 

Q.  What  did  he  say  to  you,  and  what  did  you  say 

to  him,  during  that  conversation? 

A.  I  believe  I  advised  him  of  the  Sohigian 

ruling. 

Q.  Did  you  discuss  anything  else  with  him? 

A.  I  think  it  was  --  That’s  all  that  I  recalJ 

being  the  subject  of  discussion  at  that  time. 

Q.  Did  you  tell  him  that  as  a  result  of  the 
Sohigian  ruling,  you  now  felt  that  you  were  more  free  t 
do  things  that  you  had  been  constrained  about  doing 
before? 

A.  No,  I  never  said  that.  Because  I  did  not 
feel  I  was  constrained  before.  But  rather  that  by 
specifically  denying  the  injunction  as  to  all  of  those 
things  which  the  organization  sought  in  the  preliminary 
injunction,  that  I  was  free  from  the  potential  of  an 
injunction. 

Q.  Okay.  Did  you  have  another  conversation 

with  Mr.  Welkos  or  Mr.  Sappell  after  that  one? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  When  was  that? 

A.  Perhaps  two  months  ago. 
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s  covered  by  some 


a^ready  outstanding  document  requests. 

Q.  Any  other  conversations  that  you  had  with 
Mr.  Lobsinger  besides  the  ones  that  we've  discussed? 


A. 

No. 

Q. 

When  in  1992  did  you  speak  to  Richard  Behar? 

A. 

Sometime  in  the  spring. 

Q. 

Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  th«» 

hearing  in  front  of  Judge  Dufficy? 


A. 

I  believe  it  was  after. 

Q. 

Do  you  recall  if  it  was  before  or  after  you*- 

first  appearance  in  Los  Angeles  after  this  case  had  bee-n 


transferred 

to  Los  Angeles? 

A. 

It  may  have  been. 

Q. 

It  may  have  been  before? 

A. 

Before  or  after. 

Q. 

Okay.  Was  this  the  only  occasion  on  which 

you  spoke  to  Mr.  Behar  in  1992,  or  was  there  more  than 


oneJ 

A. 

There  may  have  been  two,  but  I  have  no 

recollection  of  if  or  when. 


Q. 

Was  it  by  telephone? 

A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

Did  you  call  him,  or  did  he  call  you? 

A. 

I  believe  I  called  him. 
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«•  DO  you  recall  the  reason  for  your  telephon" 
call  to  Mr.  Behar? 

A.  I  think  it  had  to  do  with  the  organization's 
suing  either  line  or  Reader's  Digest  for  the  reprint  o, 
the  Time  article. 

«•  So  someone  suing  Tiae  or  header's  ni„.,.  v,,s 

your  reason  for  your  calling  Mr.  Behar? 

A.  Someone? 

Right. 

No. 

Then  I  misunderstood. 

The  organization's  suit. 

Okay. 

Right. 

Are  you  a  party  to  that  suit? 

I f  in  sorry? 

Are  you  a  party  to  that  suit? 

No. 


Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


«•  To  the  best  of  your  recollection,  during 
that  conversation,  what  did  you  say  to  him,  and  what 
he  say  to  you? 

MR.  GREENE:  At  this  point,  Mr.  Armstrong. 
I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to  answer  that  question 
based  on  the  attorney-client,  work-product,  and  joint- 
defense  privileges. 
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you  not  to  answer. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Just  so  I'm  clear,  the 

basis  for  your  instruction  is  that  -- 

MR.  GREENE:  Work  product. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  --  is  that  Mr.  Armstrong 

was  acting  as  your  paralegal  in  his  own  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  In  his  case,  got  it. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Did  you,  at  any  time 

since  July  22nd,  1992,  discuss,  however  briefly,  with 

either  of  the  Aznarans  any  matters  concerning  their  own 
case? 

A*  Broadly,  yes. 

Q.  What  did  you  discuss? 

MR.  GREENE:  Let  me  take  a  break  here. 

(Sotto  voce  conversation  between  the  witness 
and  Mr.  Greene.) 

MR.  GREENE:  Go  ahead. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  After  discussing  it 

with  your  attorney,  Mr.  Armstrong,  what's  the  answer  to 
your  question? 

A-  The  extent  of  those  matters  was  the  relaying 
of  a  communication  from  Mr.  Greene  or  back  and  forth. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  You  were  relaying  a 

^communication  from  Mr.  Greene  to  the  Aznarans? 
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A.  It  may  have  been  that. 

Q.  May  have  been? 

A.  with  the  understanding  that  it  could  take 
the  form  as  simple  as,  "is  your  fax  machine  on?" 

Q.  Did  you  fax  things  to  the  Aznarans? 

MR.  GREENE:  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'm  going  to 

instruct  you  not  to  answer  that  question  based  on 
attorney-work  product  privilege. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Did  you  assemble 

documents  for  the  purpose  of  faxing  to  the  Aznarans? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Did  you  receive  faxes 

from  the  Aznarnans? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  This  is  for  the  work 

product  privilege  concerning  Mr.  Armstrong's  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  No.  Concerning  the  Aznarans' 


case. 


case  . 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Concerning  the  Aznarans 


MR.  GREENE:  And  based  on  general  privacy 

concerns  of  my  office  -- 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Privacy  concerns  of  your 

office.  You  won't  let  him  tell  me  whether  or  not  he 
faxed  anything  to  the  Aznarans? 
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MR.  GREENE:  That's  right. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  has 

Mr.  Greene  ever  instructed  you  not  to  work  on  the  Aznaran 
file? 

MR.  GREENE:  I'm  going  to  object,  and  that 

objection  is  asserted  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Armstrong  based  on 
the  attorney-client  privilege. 

Do  not  answer  that  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Mr.  Armstrong,  in 

your  capacity  as  Mr.  Greene's  paralegal,  has  Mr:  Greene 
ever  instructed  you  not  to  work  on  or  not  to  look  at  any 
of  the  filings  in  his  office? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction.  And  I'll 

also  add  to  that  instruction  or  add  to  the  basis  work 
product  on  behalf  of  the  Aznarans  and  privacy  with 
respect  to  my  office  generally. 

Also,  with  respect  to  all  of  those  prior 
objections,  I'll  add  an  additional  basis  which  is  the 
Sixth  Amendment  right  to  counsel. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Are  you  sure  you  don't  want 

to  add  the  Fifth  Amendment,  too.  Ford? 

MR.  GREENE:  We'll  see  about  that. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay.  You're  the  lawyer 

Q-  Mr.  Armstrong,  other  than  relaying 

-Communication  from  Mr.  Greene,  whether  by  fax  or 
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verbal. y,  to  the  Aznarans  concerning  their  case,  have  you 
had  any  other  communications  with  the  Aznarans  concerning 
their  case? 

MR.  GREENE :  That  misstates  his  prior 

testimony . 

Don't  answer  that  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Hard  to  answer  if  I  can’t 

finish  it.  why  don't  you  let  me  finish  the  question  and 
raise  the  objection  so  we  have  a  complete  record? 

MR.  GREENE:  I  thought  you  said  "did  you 

have  any  communications  on  any  other  cases . "  i  thought 

you  were  finished.  Sounded  like  the  end  of  a  question  to 
me . 

MS.  BARTILSON:  No. 

Can  you  read  back  what  I  had  so  far? 

(Record  read. ) 

MS.  BARTILSON:  By  George.  I  take  it  back. 

I  finished  the  thought.  I  didn't  even  know  it. 

So  he's  not  going  to  answer? 

MR.  GREENE:  That  is  correct. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay. 

*2  •  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  know  Tilly  Good? 

A.  Yes.  In  the  sense  --  when  you  say  "know  "  i 
know  of  h  e  it  existence  yes 

Q.  Have  you  ever  spoken  with  Ms.  Good? 
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A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


Yes . 

On  how  many  occasions? 
Perhaps  four. 

Have  you  ever  met  Ms.  Good? 
No. 


Q.  Have  you  ever  worked  on  a  her  case  file? 

MR.  GREENE:  Objection.  Attorney-client 

work  product  privilege. 

All  of  the  prior  objections  which  would  be 
work  product,  privacy,  interference  with  right  to  couns 
and  attorney-client. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  ,  These  are  asserted  on 
behalf  of  Ms.  Good? 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  correct. 

Well,  no.  Attorney-client  and  work  product 
are  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good.  And  privacy  is 
asserted  on  behalf  of  my  office  generally.  And  Sixth 
Amendment  is  asserted  on  behalf  of  Ms.  Good. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  when  is  the  first 

time  you  remember  speaking  with  Ms.  Good,  Mr.  Armstrong? 

A-  Some  months  ago. 

In  1992? 

I  believe  so. 

Was  it  before  April  1992? 


Q. 
A  . 
Q. 


ll 

1: 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


Q. 


453 

When  is  the  last  time  you  recall  speaking 
with  Ms.  Good? 

A-  Perhaps  a  month  ago. 

<2-  Have  you  provided  Mr.  Greene  with  any 
assistance  in  working  on  Ms.  Good's  case? 

A-  I'm  going  to  instruct  you  not  to  answer  that 
based  on  ambiguity  and  vagueness. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Ambiguity  and  vagueness? 

MR.  GREENE:  Right. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q .  is  Mr.  Greene  Ms. 

Good's  attorney? 

A.  Yes. 

2-  Does  Ms.  Good  have  a  dispute  with  one  or 
more  Churches  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  with  respect  to  that,  Mr 

Armstrong,  I  will  instruct  you  not  to  answer  the  question 
based  on  attorney-work  product  privilege. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q .  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you 

have  personal  knowledge  whether  or  not  Ms.  Good  has  a 
dispute  with  any  Church  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  Again,  same  instructions  to 

Nr .  Armstrong . 

Don't  answer  the  question. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  0r  if  she  had  on.' 

GREENE:  Same  instruction. 
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MS.  BARTILSON: 


I  find  this  a  little 


4  5  4 


curious,  Mr.  Greene,  since  you  have  been  bombarding  my 
office  with  letters  concerning  Ms.  Good's  dispute.  I  can 
hardly  see  how  you  claim  that's  privileged  information. 

Q-  Mr.  Armstrong,  do  you  know  Denise  Cantin? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Had  you  ever  met  Ms.  Cantin  --  Dr.  Cantin? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Where  did  you  meet  her? 

A.  At  the  Hub  law  office. 

Q.  On  how  many  occasions  have  you  met  Dr. 

Cantin? 

A.  One. 

Q.  When  was  that? 

A.  I  would  say  approximately  -- 

MR.  GREENE:  Wait,  wait,  wait. 

Actually,  Mr.  Armstrong,  I'm  going  to 
instruct  you  not  to  answer  that  question,  and  I'm  going 
to  --  that  instruction  is  based  on  the  attorney-client 
privilege  between  myself  and  Dr.  Cantin,  as  well  as  work 
product  privilege,  because  I  do  not  want  Scientology 
knowing  anything  about  the  frequency  or  anything  else 
that  I  meet  with  my  clients. 

So  don't  answer  the  question. 

And  I  also  would  add  two  other  objections, 
MARY  HtLIABRANP  INC 
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which  is  the  right  to  privacy  and  the  interference  with 
the  right  to  counsel . 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Don't  hire  Jerry  Armstrong 

to  be  your  paralegal  when  he's  not  supposed  to  do  what 
he's  doing.  Real  simple  solution. 

Not  only  that,  he  already  testified  she  was 
at  your  office  once,  so  you  can  at  least  let  him  tell  me 
when  he's  not  giving  up  anything. 

Q.  Have  you  spoken  with  Dr.  Cantin  on  the 
telephone? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  with  Dr.  Cantin  her 

dispute  with  any  Churches  of  Scientology? 

MR.  GREENE:  And  there,  the  same  objections 

apply.  The  same  instruction. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Even  though  I'm  not  asking 

for  substance? 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  correct. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Okay. 

Do  you  know  Ed  Roberts? 

Yes  . 


Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


Have  you  met  Mr.  Roberts? 

Yes  . 

Where  did  you  meet  Mr.  Roberts? 
In  Boulder  Creek. 
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When  was  that? 

Armstrong, 

MR.  GREENE:  And  with  respect  to  that,  Mr. 

I'll  give  you  the  same  instruction.  And 

the  --  for  the  same  reasons  as  applied  to  Roberts. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  you  met  Mr. 

Roberts  in  Boulder  Creek,  was  it  in  connection  with  your 
employment  as  a  paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene's  office? 


A. 

Yes . 

Q. 

Did  you  interview  Mr.  Roberts? 

A. 

Yes . 

Q. 

Did  you  take  notes  of  your  interview  with 

Mr.  Roberts? 


A. 

No. 

Q. 

At  the  time  you  interviewed  Mr.  Roberts,  had 

he  engaged  Mr.  Greene  to  represent  him? 


A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

Was  Mr.  Greene  engaged  to  represent  him  in 

his  disputes  with  the  Church  of  Scientology  or  related 


entities? 

A. 

Yes  . 

Q. 

And  did  you  interview  him  concerning  tha1" 

dispute? 

A. 

Yes  . 

Q. 

I'll  ask  you  again  when  that  was. 

MR.  GREENE:  You  can  answer. 

MARY  HILLABRAND  INC. 
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1991  . 


4  5  ' 

In  approximately  November 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Have  you  spoken  with 

Mr.  Roberts  since  the  time  you  interviewed  him  in 
November  of  1991? 


A .  Yes . 

Q.  How  many  times? 

A.  Perhaps  seven. 

Q.  Have  you  discussed  with  him  on  any  of  those 

seven  occasions  his  dispute  with  one  or  more  Churches  of 
Scientology? 


MR.  GREENE:  I'm  going  to  draw  the  line 

there  and  instruct  you  not  to  answer  for  the  same  reasons 
previously  stated. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  When  was  the  last 

time  you  spoke  with  Mr.  Roberts? 

A.  Perhaps  two  months  ago. 

Q-  Since  November  of  1991,  have  you  helped  Mr. 
Greene  prepare  any  documents  in  connection  with  the 
Roberts  case? 


MR.  GREENE:  As  to  that,  I  will  draw  the 

line  and  instruct  you  not  to  answer  the  question  based  on 
the  reasons  previously  stated. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Since  November  of 

1991,  have  you  had  any  discussions  with  Mr.  Greene 
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concerning  the  substance  of  Mr.  Roberts'  claims  against 
any  of  the  Churches  of  Scientology  or  related  entities? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction;  same 

reasons . 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  Since  November  of 

1991,  have  you  had  any  discussions  with  Mr.  Roberts  or 
have  you  been  present  in  any  discussions  between  Mr. 
Roberts  and  others  concerning  his  claims  against  Church 
of  Scientology  or  any  related  entities? 

MR.  GREENE:  Same  instruction;  same 

reasons . 


MS.  BARTILSON:  Q.  I'd  like  to  ask  those 

same  questions  concerning  both  Ms.  Good  and  Dr.  Cantin, 
and  I  assume  they  will  be  the  same. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  will  stipulate  as  to  the 

same  questions  with  the  same  two  positions  in  response  as 
to  Tilly  H.  Good  and  Denise  Cantin. 

MS.  BARTILSON:  Good  enough. 

Q-  Now,  at  some  point  after  the  settlement 

agreement  was  signed  in  December  of  '86,  you  received  a 
payment  from  Michael  Glynn  of  the  money  that  you  were  due 
pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement;  is  that  correct" 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  been  asked  and 

answered . 


MS  . 


MARY  HILLABRAND  INC. 
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can  the  Scientology  Organisation  purchase  the  free  apaoch 
rights  of  Gerald  Armstrong  -  the  former  in-house  biography 
researchar/arehiviat  of  cult  leader  l.  Ron  Hubbard  -  so  that  it 
can  keep  the  facts  that  he  know*  out  of  public  view  in  the 
marketplaea  of  idaa*? 

A  fornar  higher  a  nring  scientologist  for  12  years,  Armstrong 
split  with  the  group  when  it  insisted  he  continue  lying  about  the 
accomplishments  Hubbard  clamed  to  the  public  at  large;  -In  1282 
the  organisation  surd  Armstrong  for  sending  Hubbard  documents  to* 
hie  lawyer**  In  2284  at  Armstrong's  trisl,  Los  Angeles  Superior 
Gourt  judge  Paul  0.  Precktnridge,  Jr. ,  who  ruled  that  Armstrong's 
aetione  had  been  manifestly  justified,  also  found: 

'In  addition  to  violating  and  abusing  its  own  members 
eivil  rights,  the  organisation  over  the  years  with  its 
"Pair  dams'  doctrine  has  harassed  and  abused  these 
persons  not  in  the  Church  whom  It  peroeives  as  enemies 
Th«  Pffl4hira.tion  ia  clearly  schizophrenic  and 
and  this  bis  errs  combination  seems  tobe  a  reflection 
i^s  founder  lrh  [L.  Ron  Hubbard].  The  evidence 
portrays  a  man  who  has  been  virtually  a  pathological 
11&£  When  it  eomee  to  his  history,  background,  and 

r?B *  writings  and  doeumenta  in  evidaace 
additionally  raflact  his  aooiem.  arsed"  avarice.  lust 
for  power,  “4-^4  — 


aqalna.t  meaqih  Ptrci.lved  bv  him  to.be  disiov.i  c 
ufilLUfii 


Por  years,  Scientology  has  treated  Armstrong  as  s 

'suppressive  person*  who  was  'Pair  Game.*  This  polioy  says  as 
Pair  Gams  one  4 

•may  be  deprived  of  property  or  injured  by 
any  means  by  any  Scientologist  without  any 
discipline  of  the  Scientologist .  May  be 
triektd,  sutd  or  llod  to  o?  destroyed. r 


Defended  by  Ford  Green*  -  th*  lawyer  who  p«r*u*d®d  the 
California  Supreme  Court  that  the  unification  Church  (Mooniee) 
should  he  liable  for  brainwashing  and  who  von  an  acguittsl  for  a 
felonious-charged  depregraamer  on  the  ground  that  the  Kidnapping 
was  neoeesary  to  avoid  cult-danger  -  Armstrong  is  resisting 
soisntclocy's  high-powered  attach  in  an  effort  to  affirm  hie 
right  to  free  speech  to  maintain  vigilance  for  tha  truth. 

After  Armstrong  beat  Scientology's  lawsuit  against  him  in 
1984 ,  he  vas  poised  to  oroseeuto  his  own  claims.  For  millions  of 
dollars/  however/  in  1916  Scientology  settled  with  him  and  over 
17  other  so  lentology-knowi  edge  able  individuals  on  the  eondition 
that  those  persons  would  forever  Keep  silent/  avoid  giving  sworn 
testimony  by  eveding  subpoenas,  and  never  aid  or  assist  any  one 
adverse  to  Solent ology. 

between  its  full-page  daily  ads  in  u.s.A.  Today  and 
purchasing  the  silence  of  judicially-credlble  adversaries/ 
Scientology's  strategy  is  to  eliminate  the  competition  in  the 
marketplace  of  ideas  for  thos*  who  would  swallow  the  claims  of 
its  widespread  advertisements  for  the  benefits  of  Dianeticai  *Ph» 
ustil  Has  1th. 

Soientology  has  demanded  that  nevly-elevatsd  Marin  County 
superior  Court  judge  Miohael  buff Icy  give  them  a  preliminary 
injunction  which  would  prevent  Armstrong  from  speaking  out  and 
assisting  other  individuals  locked  in  litigation  with  Scientology 
-  while  at  the  same  time  fabricating  false  scenarios  in  other 
court  proceedings  that  Armstrong  vas  an  agent  of  ths  IRS  out  to 
destroy  it*  If  Scientology  has  its  way,  Armstrong  would  sither 
roll  ovar/  or  if  hs  exposed  its  lies  about  him,  Scientology  would 
demand  ha  be  jailed  for  contempt  of  court. 

When  Scientology  first  came  to  Marin  County  to  go  after 
Armstrong,  it  asked  the  Court  to  oonduot  all  proceeding!  in 
secret  In  closed  proceedings.  The  Court  refused.  Then 
Scientology  askod  the  Court  to  seal  the  settlement  agreement  that 
Scientology  wants  the  Court  to  enforce,  The  Court  refused.  Mow, 
Scientology  has  obtained  a  temporary  restraining  order  compelling 
Armstrong  not  to  speak  out  on  the  subject  of  Scientology, 
soiontology  would  like  to  make  it  permanent  and  will  attempt  to 
do  just  that  at  the  March  20th  Marin  Superior  Court  hearing. 


FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CALL:  KIRK  SEIDEL,  Press  Liaison 

(418)  467-5711 


FORD  GREENE  (415)  258-0360 
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since,  since  '89. 

Q.  Okay. 

A.  When,  I  mean,  I  have,  I  have  absolutely  no 
intention  of  honoring  that  settlement  agreement.  I 
cannot.  I  cannot  logically.  I  cannot  ethically.  I 
cannot  morally.  I  cannot  psychically.  I  cannot 
philosophically.  I  cannot  spiritually.  I  cannot  in  any 
way.  And  it  is  firmly  my  intention  to  not  honor  it. 

Q.  No  matter  what  a  court  says? 

A.  No  court  could  order  it.  They're  going  to 

have  to  kill  me. 

Q.  Well,  let's  just  hope  we  don't  have  to  turn 
this  into  a  death  penalty  case. 

A.  Into  a  what? 

Q.  A  death  penalty  case. 

A.  Right,  but  you  guys  would. 

Q.  I'm  not  the  one  who  stands  up  and  pounds 
the  table  and  screams  at  people  in  this  deposition,  your 
lawyer  is.  If  I  were  to  stand  up  at  this  deposition  and 
scream  at  you  to  shut  up,  would  you  consider  that  to  be 
an  act  of  fair  game? 

A.  ^1  consider  the  whole  thing  -- 

'f  ^  "  ’  '.?*■ 

Q.^  I  know,  but  if  I  were  to  stand  up  and  yell 
at  to  you  shut  *up,  would  you  consider  that  to  be  fair 
game? 
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13  5 

against  the  organization? 

A.  I  can't  tell  you  the  exact  way  that  I  learned, 
because,  as  I  say,  I  heard  about  it,  heard  about  aspects 
of  it,  read  documents  concerning  it  during  those, 
probably  two  years  prior  to  this. 

Q.  When  you  say  two  years  prior  to  this,  what  do 
you  mean? 

A.  Two  years  prior  to  executing  the  July  1991 
document . 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  idea  who  you  heard  it  from? 

A.  You  mean  the  first  time  I  ever  heard  of  it,  is 
that  what  you're  asking  me? 

Q.  Yes,  how  you  learned  they  had  sued  the 
organization . 

A.  No,  I  can't  say  where  I  learned  it  from. 

Q.  And  I  take  it  at  the  time  you  executed  this 

declaration,  you  were  not  working  as  a  paralegal  for  Mr. 
Greene? 

A .  Right . 

Q.  And  at  some  later  time  you  began  working  as  a 

paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene  and  part  of  those  duties  were 

working  on  the  case;  is  that  right? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  me  when  that  was  that 
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approximately  you  began  working  as  a  paralegal  on  the 
case? 

MR.  GREENE:  For  me? 

MR.  WILSON:  Yes. 

THE  WITNESS:  August  1991. 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  Did  you  have  any  connection 
from  August  1991  until  the  Azneran  case,  other  than  as  a 
paralegal  for  Mr.  Green? 

A.  Boy,  that's  a  very  broad  guestion  and  so  I'm  — 
Q.  Let  me  narrow  it  down.  Other  than  as  a 
paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene,  have  you  had  any  conversations 
with  the  Aznerans  since  August  of  1991? 

MR.  GREENE:  Just  so  it's  clear,  you  mean  as  an 
independent  human  as  opposed  to  a  paralegal? 

MR.  WILSON:  Right.  He  could  be  talking  to  the 
Aznerans  about  baseball  or  politics. 

MR.  GREENE:  As  opposed  to  having  direction  to 
find  out  something  from  them? 

MR.  WILSON:  I  suppose  it's  possible  they  could 
have  talked  about  the  case  not  in  connection  with  his 
being  a  paralegal,  although  I  don't  know. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  don't  think  it's  possible. 

THE  WITNESS:  So  the  answer  is  yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  Okay.  Can  you  tell  me,  other 
than  as  to  those  communications  as  the  answer  is  "yes", 
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13  3  I 

i 

A.  There's  one  that  comes  to  mind. 

I 

l 

Q.  Okay,  which  one  is  that?  When  did  it  occur? 

i 

What  was  the  substance  of  it? 

I 

A.  My  recollection  is  two  or  three  months  ago. 

And  I  communicated  with  Vicky  Azneran  at  that  time  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  some  information  for  my  own 
litigation. 

Q.  Okay.  Can  you  tell  me  what  you  asked  her,  what 
information  you  wanted  to  get? 

MR.  GREENE:  Now,  I'll  instruct  you,  Mr. 

Armstrong,  not  to  answer  that  question  based  on  the 
attorney  workproduct  privilege. 

MR.  WILSON:  '  That's  — 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  being  asserted  in  the  case 
of  CSI  v.  Armstrong. 

MR.  WILSON:  Are  you  saying  then  that  he  did 
that  as  a  paralegal  in  his  own  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  I  don't  want  to  waste  a  lot  of 
time  on  this.  I  take  it  if  I  ask  him  about  any 
communications  he  had  with  the  Aznerans  after  August  1991 
through  the  present,  you  would  assert  the  attorney 
workproduct  privilege? 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  I  wouldn't.  I  would  only 
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assert  it  in  responding  to  a  question  that  would 
necessitate  a  disclosure  of  substantial  communications 
acquired  by  Armstrong  while  acting  in  the  capacity  as, 
one,  paralegal  on  Azneran;  or,  two,  paralegal  on 
Armstrong.  If  there  were  any  other  communications  with 
>-he  Aznerans ,  that's,  so  to  speak,  fair  game. 

MR.  WILSON:  Okay. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you  the  question  framed  in  terms  of 
Mr.  Greene's  parameters. 

Other  than  as  a  paralegal  on  the  Azneran  case 
cr  a  paralegal  on  your  own  case,  have  you  had  any 
communications  with  the  Aznerans  since  August  of  1991? 

A.  No. 

Q.  I  take  it  you're  currently  working  as  a 
paralegal  on  both  of  the  cases? 

A.  I  can  say  this  about  that,  and  that  is  that 
both  cases  are  in  the  office  and  I  am  a  paralegal  in  the 
office.  But  at  present,  I'm  not  doing  any  work  on  the 
Azneran  case. 

Q.  Okay.  So  you're  not,  do  you  consider  yourself 
to  be  a  paralegal  that  works  on  the  Azneran  case  or  not? 

I  just  want  to  know  so  I  can  ask  you  about  communications 
with  the  Aznerans. 

A.  Well,  I  think  you  can  go  ahead  and  ask  me  about 
communications  with  the  Aznerans  for  the  simple  fact  that 
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David  Miscavige  and  all  other  individuals  who  participate  in  the 

control  of  Scientology 

C/0  Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esquire 

Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Blvd.,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 

Re :  Nothlinq  v.  Scientology 

Dear  David  and  all  others  involved: 

I  am  writing  this  to  you,  and  the  various  copy  recipients 
listed  below,  because  there  are  certain  things  it  is  fair  that 
you  know.  Although  it  is  the  trial  in  the  Noth! inq  case,  which, 

I  understand,  is  set  for  early  February,  that  has  moved  me  to 
write  at  this  time,  the  idea  of  writing  has  made  addressing  a 
number  of  other  subjects  also  timely. 

You  will  recall  that  in  June  of  1991  when  Malcolm  Nothling 
called  me  and  asked  me  to  testify  in  his  case  in  Johannesburg  I 
wrote  to  the  organization  via  Eric  Lieberman  to  see  if  by 
initiating  communication  on  the  subject  you  might  see  that  there 
was  an  answer  to  your  litigation  problems  different  from  the  one 
you  and  your  erstwhile  leader  had  been  believing  in  and  pursuing 
as  long  as  any  of  us  can  remember. 

Mr.  Lieberman  wrote  back,  essentially  advising  me  you  said 
stick  it  in  my  ear,  and  that  more,  not  less  litigation  was  going 
to  be  the  same  old  solution;  and  to  not  expect  communication 
other  than  the  solidest  of  sorts.  Copies  of  Mr.  Lieberman' s  and 
my  letters  are  enclosed  herewith. 

I  did  travel  to  South  Africa  in  1991  to  testify,  as  you 
know,  but  the  trial  was  postponed  on  the  organization's  motion. 
Now  it's  set  to  happen  again.  Again  Mr.  Nothling  has  asked  me  to 
testify,  again  I  have  agreed,  and  again  I  am  writing  you  to  see 
if  there  is  any  sense  in  attempting  to  unfoment  this  litigation. 

Your  public  attack  line  that  Gerald  Armstrong  foments 
litigation  against  you  is  particularly  hurtful  because  of  what  I 
have  done  and  continue  to  do  to  unfoment  litigation.  Even  my 
signing  of  your  settlement  agreement  was,  in  the  face  of  your 
intent  to  hurt  me,  which  fact  is  settled  by  the  agreement  itself, 
an  act  only  of  unfomentation. 

You  all  should  take  a  good  hard  look  at  the  hurt  your 
practices,  certainly  your  litigation  practices,  cause  in  the 
world.  And  you  don't  have  to  desist  in  them  because  of  anything 
I've  said.  You  can  knock  off  those  bad  practices  for  any  reason 
you  want,  including  because  they  don't  work  and  make  no  sense. 


1 


All  the  decent  people,  believe  me,  in  your  organization  want 
you  to  get  out  of  the  stupid  attack-the-attacker  business,  and 
they’d  salute  you  for  getting  the  organization  out  of  that 
silliness,  but  they're  too  frightened.  You  shouldn't  frighten 
good  people  that  way.  It's  cruel.  And  any  thinking  soul  knows 
that  you  guys  are  only  acting  out  of  fear,  so  you  really  are  not 
fooling  anyone  with  your  blindness  and  bluster. 

I  realize  you've  put  your  faith  in  really  bad  things,  like 
lies  and  PR,  threats  and  bullying,  and  really  mean  people,  like 
Gene  Ingram.  And  I'm  aware  that  having  put  your  faith  in  badness 
for  so  long,  and  spent  so  many  millions  of  dollars  to  have  so 
many  bad  lawyers  make  so  many  bad  decisions  and  add  so  much  to 
their  brethren's  bad  name,  it  can  seem  impossible  to  quit.  But 
you  must.  All  it  will  take  is  the  willingness  to  unfoment  your 
litigation. 

Eugene  M.  Ingram  has  done  such  nasty  things  to  so  many 
people  in  the  service  of  your  organization,  you  and  he  should  be 
spanked.  His  terrible  charge  at  the  CAN  convention  that  I  have 
AIDS  is  heartbreaking,  not  because  I  have  AIDS,  which  I  don't, 
but  because  your  pet  pit  viper  personalizes  and  focuses  your 
organization's  institutionalized  hatred. 

By  accusing  me  of  having  AIDS,  you  and  Ingram  attack  not 
just  me,  you  attack  the  many  people  whose  lives  have  been  touched 
by  this  disease,  or  for  that  matter  touched  by  your  organization, 
and  you  attack  yourself.  Your  similar-veined  attacks  on  other 
people  of  good  will  at  the  CAN  conference,  like  Father  Kent 
Burtner,  has  brought  your  organization  to  ignomy. 

But  the  target  of  faith  can  be  rechosen.  And  that  is  where 
I  urge  sense  and  unfomentation.  Put  your  faith  in  what  is  real, 
what  is  true,  what  can  always  be  depended  on.  Put  your  faith  in 
what  in  people  is  true,  unchanging  and  ceaselessly  loving. 

Putting  your  faith  in  lies,  PR,  threats,  bullying  and  bullies  you 
will  always  betray  yourself  because  you  put  your  faith  in 
nothing;  and  you  and  every  being  everywhere  have  a  right  to 
everything  that  nothing  isn't. 

Likewise  don't  put  your  faith  in  litigation  or  your  use  of 
the  courts  to  harass.  It  is  possible  to  be  faithful  to  a  higher 
ideal  than  wins  in  court.  If  you  have  put  your  faith  in  lies, 
leverage,  advantage  and  bullying  to  secure  a  win,  you  have  gained 
nothing.  If  you  put  your  faith  in  truth,  hope,  charity,  love,  no 
matter  the  courtroom  outcome  you  have  everything;  that's 
religion. 

Since  the  1991  almost  trial  in  the  Nothlinq  case  the 
California  Court  of  Appeal  issued  its  opinion  in  the  appeal  you 
took  from  the  Breckenridge  decision  in  Armstrong  I ,  the 
California  Supreme  Court  denied  review,  and  the  Court  of  Appeal 
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denied  your  motion  to  seal  the  appellate  record.  You  brought  and 
lost  the  motion  to  enforce  the  settlement  agreement  before  Judge 
Geernaert  in  Armstrong  I,  and  then  you  sued  me  to  enforce  it  in 
Armstrong  II. 

In  May  Judge  Sohigian  issued  his  ruling  refusing  to  enforce 
the  agreement,  although  enjoining  me  from  testifying  unless 
pursuant  to  a  subpoena.  He  also  ruled  that  I  did  not  have  to  not 
make  myself  amenable  to  service  of  process.  I  will  supply  a  copy 
of  the  Breckenridge  decision,  the  Armstrong  opinion  and  the 
Sohigian  injunction  to  any  of  the  recipients  of  this  letter  upon 
request . 

Because  you  didn't  appeal  from  the  Sohigian  injunction,  you 
have  accepted  it.  I  believe  as  well  that  for  a  valueless  desire 
for  a  valueless  win  at  any  cost  you  also  accepted  his  dicta;  e.g. 
"involves  abusing  people  who  are  weak,"  "involves  techniques  of 
coercion,"  "a  very,  very  substantial  deviation  between  [your] 
conduct  and  standards  of  ordinary,  courteous  conduct  and 
standards  of  ordinary,  honest  behavior,"  "be  sure  you  cut  the 
deck,"  "make  sure  to  count  all  the  chips." 

As  a  result,  I  consider  myself  free  to  do  anything  anyone 
can,  except  testify  absent  a  subpoena.  Much  of  what  I  am 
permitted  do  I  am  going  to  do.  I  am  going  to  write  freely,  speak 
freely,  publish,  talk  to  the  media,  associate  freely,  and 
continue,  until  you  put  your  faith  in  something  more  religious 
than  what  is  bad  in  jurisprudence,  to  confront  the  injustice  you 
bring  to  court. 

In  the  next  month  or  so  I  expect  to  initiate  speaking  or 
media  events  to  help  pay  the  enormous  costs  of  this  litigation. 
And  I  expect  to  promote  my  legal  position  within  the  publishing 
industry,  because  my  story  and  my  writings  on  the  subject  are 
literarily  and  commercially  worthy. 

I  will  continue  to  associate  with  and  befriend  all  those 
people  I  consider  you  attack  unjustly  and  senselessly.  I  will 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  the  Cult  Awareness 
Network,  a  group  of  people  of  good  will  you  vilify,  in  all  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  against  them.  I  will  make  my 
knowledge  and  support  available  to  any  Scientologist  who  is 
afraid  to  go  anywhere  else  for  understanding,  and  to  the  families 
of  Scientologists  your  organization  has  estranged.  I  will  even 
make  my  knowledge  and  support  available  to  entities  like  Time  and 
people  like  Rich  Behar  in  their  defenses  from  your  attacks. 

I  will,  nevertheless,  remain  available  to  do  whatever  I  can 
to  unfoment  your  litigation.  I  will  meet  with  you,  talk  with 
you,  help  you  to  find  a  better  solution  to  your  problems. 

Because  of  your  decision  to  not  have  anyone  communicate  with  me, 
no  one  from  your  organization  has.  I  get  a  little  lawyer 
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contact,  lots  of  PI  BS ,  an  OSA  hearing  or  deposition  attender, 
enough  psychic  skirmishes  for  an  army,  but,  for  the  life  of  me, 
no  real  people. 

In  1991,  fantastically,  I  was  the  only  person  in  the  world, 
other  than  Malcolm  Nothling  himself,  who  was  willing  to  testify 
at  his  trial.  And  that  was  enough  reason  to  go.  In  February 
1993,  although  at  this  trial  I  probably  won't  be  the  only  person 
willing  to  testify,  there  will  still  be  ample  reasons  to  go, 
unless  the  case  can  be  resolved. 

I  really  would  rather  there  was  no  trial  and  I  really  would 
rather  not  go.  Lord  knows  this  last  period  has  been  overwhelming 
and  the  litigation  behemoth  terrifying;  and  Lord  knows  I  have  my 
own  calling,  which  has  nothing  to  do  with  your  legal  problems. 

So  I'm  willing  to  do  a  lot  to  unfoment  the  Nothling  litigation, 
and  all  the  tangled  legal  webs  you've  woven.  But  I  sure  can't  do 
much  if  you  continue  to  see  legal  warfare  as  the  solution  to  your 
problems  and  continue  to  pay  the  millions  your  legal  mercenaries 
say  the  warfare  costs. 

I  am  aware  that  with  enough  money  to  enough  lawyers  you,  the 
leaders  of  your  organization,  can  hide  yourselves  and  make  your 
roles  in  your  trumped-up  war  seem  very  important.  There  is  no 
doubt  this  is  desirable,  it  just  isn't  fair.  The  real  purpose  of 
your  little  war  is  to  facilitate  your  doing  something  different 
from  Scientology,  while  all  those  whom  you  control  must  go 
through  the  daily  grind  you  say  you're  above. 

I  don't  fault  you  for  doing  something  different  from 
Scientology,  but  I  do  not  find  acceptable  your  holding 
Scientologists  in  bondage  to  your  catastrophic  cause,  enforcing 
your  lie  that  you  have  their  best  interests  in  mind,  robbing 
their  years  of  youth  and  vigor,  and  putting  them  at  risk  while 
you  show  up  at  the  occasional  ribbon  cutting  ceremony,  lunch  with 
lawyers  and  the  like,  sucker  celebs,  run  Pis  and  intel  ops, 
conspire,  cheat,  lie,  steal,  bully  and  destroy.  I  urge  something 
more  creative  as  a  better  idea. 

Your  hardworking  staff  members  and  people  of  good  will 
around  the  world  who  have  supported  you  financially  and 
spiritually  will  not  for  much  longer  be  fooled  by  your 
foolishness  and  will  stop  believing  your  lies.  They  will  speak 
to  each  other,  they  will  speak  out  against  your  suppression,  and 
they  will  act  to  free  themselves  and  their  friends.  You  cannot 
much  longer,  as  we  move  societally  into  the  age  of  wisdom, 
cynically  and  sillily  intimidate  good  people  with  threat  and 
suppress  good  people  with  lies. 

There  is  the  matter  of  mitigation  of  damages  which,  because 
you  insist  your  lawyers  tell  you  what  you  pay  them  to  say,  you 
may  not  have  heard  or  yet  understood.  In  that  by  the  Sohigian 
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ruling  I  am  permitted  to  speak  freely,  write  freely,  publish 
freely,  associate  freely,  when,  it  could  be  argued,  and  you  have, 
that  prior  to  the  ruling  and  pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement 
I  was  not  so  permitted,  I  have,  in  your  attempt  to  enforce  the 
agreement,  prevailed. 

By  not  appealing  the  Sohigian  ruling  you  have  acquiesced 
thereto.  I  am  therefore  due  costs  and  fees  in  Armstrong  II  plus 
the  costs  and  fees  you  already  owe  in  your  earlier  losing  and 
unappealed  effort  in  Armstrong  I .  But  in  addition  to  the  fees 
and  costs  now  owing,  and  increasing  as  you  protract  this  already 
lost  litigation,  there  is  the  cumulative  effect  of  your  legal 
onslaught  which,  continuing  after  the  case  was  lost,  if  not 
before,  is  in  every  minute  malicious. 

Gerald  Armstrong  and  The  Gerald  Armstrong  Corporation  ( TGAC ) 
must  also  mitigate  their  damages.  I  have  a  duty,  therefore,  to 
end  this  litigation  as  quickly  as  possible.  Thus  I  write  to  so 
many  organizational  recipients;  thus  I  canvass  to  see  if  within 
the  organization's  many  parts,  all  put  at  risk  by  their  leaders' 
asininity  and  mean-spiritedness,  there  are  people  of  good  will 
who  will  see  sense  in  what  is  in  their  best  interest. 

That  after  the  Sohigian  ruling  you  sued  TGAC  (pronounce  that 
Tee-Gee-Ack)  is  silly  and  self-destruct ive .  The  only  thing  in 
the  world  Gerald  Armstrong,  individual,  is  prohibited  from  doing 
by  the  "injunction,"  is  testifying  about  his  Scientology  history 
and  knowledge  without  first  accepting  the  perfunctory  subpoena. 
TGAC  only  came  into  existence  in  1987,  six  years  after  Gerald 
Armstrong's  organization  experiences  ended,  and  a  year  after  the 
Armstrong  I  litigation  "settled." 

TGAC  cannot  testify,  with  or  without  subpoena,  about  any 
Scientology  experiences,  because  it  has  had,  aside  from  those 
which  have  flowed  from  your  lawsuit,  none.  Since  no  one, 
including  TGAC,  is  prohibited  by  Sohigian  from  doing  any  of  the 
things  TGAC  actually  is  capable  of  doing,  it  is  free  to  do 
everything  anyone  or  any  other  corporation  can;  and  by  not 
appealing  the  injunction  you  have  so  agreed.  Thus,  having  no 
conceivably  legitimate  claim  against  TGAC,  you  depend  on  one 
manufactured  from  madness,  and  you  must  therefore  dismiss  the 
mess  you've  made. 

There  is  also,  as  mentioned  above,  the  fact  that  in  order  to 
defend  myself  from  your  attacks  and  to  fund  the  defense  of  the 
litigation  you  have  fomented  I  must  speak  and  must  publish.  I'm 
sure  you  understand  that  I  remain  completely  confident  that  no 
court,  other  than  the  odd  one  your  mercenaries  are  able  to 
compromise  with  bucks,  babes  or  bull,  will  order  me  to  not  defend 
myself . 

I  realize  you  will  probably  claim  to  be  offended  by 


5 


everything  I've  written  in  this  letter.  I  can't  do  much  about 
that  because  you  seem  to  take  offense  no  matter  what  I  say  or 
write,  or  don't.  For,  inter  alia,  that  reason  I  haven't  said  or 
written  it  differently.  I  really  don't  blame  you  for  being 
offended  and  I  don't  expect  you  not  to  be  offended;  nor  will  I  be 
offended  if  you  are.  I  think  my  position  is  obvious  and  I  think 
peace  is  worth  doing  something  about,  even  if  the  fomenters  of 
war  are  offended.  I've  used  the  words  I've  used  because  to  me 
they  make  sense  and  they're  a  facet  of  my  craft. 

This  letter  is  not  really,  however  you  may  take  it,  a 
complaint  nor  an  attack.  It  is  an  effort  to  unfoment  your 
litigation,  into  which  I  have  been,  albeit  for  some  God-given 
purpose,  drawn.  So,  neither  forgetting  nor  ignoring  Judge 
Sohigian's  admonition  not  to  settle  Armstrong  II,  but  still 
hoping,  with  my  heart  crossed,  here  is  my  proposal: 


1 . 

Settle  the  Nothling  case; 

2  . 

Settle  with  Ed  Roberts; 

3  . 

Dismiss  your  complaint  against  TGAC  and 
Armstrong ; 

Gerald 

4  . 

Remove  all  your  bar  complaints  against  Ford 
Greene; 

5  . 

Pay  my  attorney  fees  and  costs; 

6  . 

We  will  dismiss  the  cross-complaint  and 

appeal ; 

7  . 

Cancel  the  agreement; 

8  . 

Return  all  materials  you've  stolen  from 
time ; 

me  at  any 

9  . 

Pay  me  whatever  you  want,  including,  but 
limited  to,  nothing. 

not 

1.  Malcolm  Nothling  has  a  claim  and  he  has  survived  a  lot 
to  get  to  trial.  His  costs,  not  much  by  US  litigation  standards, 
must  be  recognized,  and  he  must  be  made  whole  financially, 
ethically  and  publicly.  I  am  convinced  that  his  daughter,  but 
for  your  control  of  her  mother  and  her  life,  would  enjoy  a 
healthy,  loving  relationship  with  her  father.  Therefore  you  must 
do  whatever  is  within  your  power  to  reunite  them. 

2.  You  know  about  the  Ed  Roberts  case  because  Ms. 

Bartilson  interrogated  me  about  my  providing  assistance  to  Mr. 
Roberts  in  my  last  series  of  depositions  in  Armstrong  II ,  and  one 
of  your  lawyers,  Marcello  Di  Mauro,  in  earlier  times  communicated 
about  him  with  Ford  Greene.  Ed  Roberts  is  a  friend  of  mine  who 
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unless  you  cover  my  attorneys'  fees  and  costs.  To  leave  me  with 
that  indebtedness  is  unfair  and  unworkable.  You  will  recall  that 
I  made  a  proposal  in  1984,  being  then  scared  and  weak:  pay  my 
lawyers'  fees  and  costs  of,  I  guessed,  $150,000,  and  I'll  quit. 
You,  and  in  those  days,  Hubbard,  said  no  way.  I,  less  scared  and 
much  stronger,  urge  you  to  choose  again. 

6.  Dismissal  of  the  cross-complaint  is  easy.  I'll  take 
care  of  it. 

8.  I'm  aware  this  may  for  a  long  time  remain  a  pettiness 
you'd  rather  not  confront.  But  I  can  guarantee  that  if  you 
return  my  materials  -  the  Hubbard  letters  manuscript,  the  Cones , 
all  the  other  materials  you  and  your  Pis  have  stolen  from  me  over 
the  years,  I  will  not  bring  criminal  charges,  and  I  won't  even 
bring  the  subject  up  again. 

9.  You  have  to  cancel  the  settlement  agreement  in  order  to 
demonstrate  to  yourselves  that  it  was  the  wrong  thing  in  which  to 
put  your  faith.  You  will  notice  that  when  you  cancel  the 
agreement  nothing  will  happen.  Yet  you  will  have  freed  me.  And 
that  is  what  you  should  make  Scientology's  only  business:  freeing 
people.  You  will  also  observe  that  when  you  free  me  you  free 
yourselves;  in  fact  you  cannot  yourselves  be  free  unless  you  free 
me . 


Regarding  my  relationship  with  you  after  you  cancel  the 
agreement,  that  is  where  you  must  reassert  your  faith.  Have  the 
faith  that  I  will  neither  say  nor  write  worse  things  about  you  if 
you  free  me  to  do  so.  As  you  know  I  can  say  some  pretty  pointed 
things  about  you  now  just  because  you  won't  cancel  that  degrading 
document.  Put  faith  in  what  occurs  in  silence.  Put  faith  in  the 
inevitable. 

7.  You  decide.  If  you  think  I  did  a  lousy  job  unfomenting 
your  litigation,  pay  me  zippo.  Even  if  it  all  works  for 
everyone,  timing  inspired  and  ideas  a  Godsend,  you  don't  have  to 
pay  me  anything.  I  generally  don't  refuse  what's  offered.  You 
know  how  much  I'm  worth. 

I  haven't  forgotten  Wollersheim,  Yannv  I  &  II ,  the  Aznarans, 
the  CAN  litigation,  claimants  all  over  the  place,  your  government 
lawsuits,  the  rest  of  the  settlement  signatories,  your  taxes,  nor 
your  image  and  media  distress,  and  I  think  it's  appropriate  to 
say  that  I  can  help  you  unfoment  those  problems  as  well.  I 
would,  of  course,  need  half  a  chance. 

If  you  look  deep  in  your  hearts  I  believe  you'll  find  you 
really  do  not  want  Scientology's  legacy  to  be  one  of  suppression; 
suppression  of  the  Constitution,  human  dignity,  truth,  religion, 
justice,  even  suppression  of  your  own  good  selves.  Wouldn't  it 
be  better  to  be  known  as  the  people  who  ended  the  madness  in 
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peace  and  style;  a  radical  recognition  of  the  transcendence  of 
quantum  scientology.  LRH  was  Newtonian  in  his  physics  and 
relativistic  epistemologically.  I  like  to  call  one  aspect  of  my 
philosophy,  inter  alia  non-mutual  exclusivity. 


I  believe  that  everyone  will  become  a  person  of  good  will, 
that  everyone  already  is,  has  been  and  will  forever  be,  that 
there  is  progress  and  perfection,  hope  and  reason,  that  to  know 
who  we  are  we  must  accept  the  truth  of  our  relationship  to  our 
Creator,  that  all  about  us  that  we  made  is  illusion,  that  we  have 
reason  to  be  grateful  that  is  so,  that  our  Creator,  God,  our 
Father  Loves  us  in  the  same  Love  by  which  He  created  us  and  holds 
us  always  safe  and  always  loved  in  that  Love,  that  we.  His 
children,  are  one  and  One  with  Him,  that  the  means  by  which  He  is 
remembered,  and  hence  our  relationship,  and  hence  who  we  are, 
and  hence  what  we  know,  is  forgiveness,  that  forgiveness  is  the 
recognizing  of  illusion  for  what  it  is,  that  creation  is  our 
nature,  and  that  everything  is  all  there  is. 


With  a 


wish  for  peace  in  1993,  I 
yours  sincere 


remain  hopeful  and. 


Gerald  Armstrong 

715  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

San  Anselmo,  CA  949650 

(415)456-8450 


:  ga 

cc:  Malcolm  Nothling 

Ed  Roberts 

Lawrence  Wollersheim 
Richard  &  Vicki  Aznaran 
Richard  Behar 
Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
Paul  Morantz,  Esquire 
Joseph  A.  Yanny,  Esquire 
Toby  L.  Plevin,  Esquire 
Graham  E.  Berry,  Esquire 
Stuart  Cutler,  Esquire 
Anthony  Laing,  Esquire 
John  C.  Elstead,  Esquire 
Michael  J.  Flynn,  Esquire 
Fr .  Kent  Burtner 
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Margaret  Singer,  PhD. 

Cult  Awareness  Network 
Daniel  A.  Leipold,  Esquire 
Church  of  Scientology  International 
Church  of  Scientology  of  California 
Religious  Technology  Center 
Church  of  Spiritual  Technology 
Church  of  Scientology  ASHO 
Church  of  Scientology  AOLA 

Founding  Church  of  Scientology  of  Washington,  D.C. 

Church  of  Scientology  Flag  Service  Organization 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Arizona 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Los  Angeles 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Stevens  Creek 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Sacramento 

Church  of  Scientology  of  San  Francisco 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Washington  State 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Boston 

Church  of  Scientology  of  Portland 

Church  of  Scientology  of  New  York 
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740  BROADWAY  at  ASTOR  PLACE 
NEW  YORK,  N.Y.  10003-9518 


LEONARD  B.  BOUDIN  (1912-1989) 

MICHAEL  B.  STANDARD 

MICHAEL  KRINSKY 

ERIC  M.  LI  EBERMAN 

ELLEN  J.  WINNER 

EDWARD  COPELAND 

ELI2ABETH  ST.  CLAIR 

TERRY  GROSS 
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TELEPHONE  (212)  25A-IIII 
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July  3,  1991 


COUNSEL 

VICTOR  RABINOWITZ 
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LEONARD  I.  WEINGLASS 
JOHN  MAGE 
JUDITH  LEVIN 


Gerald  Armstrong 
P . 0 .  Box  751 

San  Anselmo,  California  94960 

Re :  Malcolm  Nuthling  v.  Church  of  Scientology 

Dear  Mr.  Armstrong: 

I  have  your  letter  of  June  21.  The  Church  is  not 
interested  in  trying  to  settle  the  Malcolm  Nuthing  case  in 
South  Africa  through  your  intervention.  In  addition,  it  is  the 
position  of  the  Church  that  any  voluntary  agreement  by  you  to 
testify  in  such  a  case,  in  South  Africa,  without  compulsion  of 
subpoena,  would  violate  your  settlement  agreement. 

Very  truly  yours, 

tile 

Eric  M.  Lieberman  ' 
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IN  THE  SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


— 0O0-- 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL, 
a  California  not-for-profit  religious 
corporation , 


c 


Plaintiff , 


vs.  '  No.  BC  052395 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  through  25, 
inclusve, 


Defendants . 


/ 


DEPOSITION  OF 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


Wednesday,  July  22,  1992 

Volume  II,  Pages  179  -  293 


REPORTED  BY:  KATHERINE  NG,  CSR  NO.  6350 


MARY  HILLABRAND  INC. 
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520  SUTTER  STREET  /  off  UNION  SQUARE  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 
PHONE  415  /  78S-5350  FAX  415  /  788-0657 
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A.  I  can't  tell  you  the  exact  way  that  I  learned, 
because,  as  I  say,  I  heard  about  it,  heard  about  aspects 
of  it,  read  documents  concerning  it  during  those, 
probably  two  years  prior  to  this. 

Q.  When  you  say  two  years  prior  to  this,  what  do 
you  mean? 

A.  Two  years  prior  to  executing  the  July  1991 
document . 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  idea  who  you  heard  it  from? 

A.  You  mean  the  first  time  I  ever  heard  of  it,  is 
that  what  you're  asking  me? 

Q.  Yes,  how  you  learned  they  had  sued  the 
organization. 

A.  No,  I  can't  say  where  I  learned  it  from. 

Q.  And  I  take  it  at  the  time  you  executed  this 
declaration,  you  were  not  working  as  a  paralegal  for  Mr. 
Greene? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  And  at  some  later  time  you  began  working  as  a 
paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene  and  part  of  those  duties  were 
working  on  the  case;  is  that  right? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  me  when  that  was  that 
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approximately  ycu  began  working  as  a  paralegal  on  the 
case? 

MR.  GREENE:  For  me? 

MR.  WILSON:  Yes. 

THE  WITNESS:  August  1991. 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  Did  you  have  any  connection 
from  August  1991  until  the  Azneran  case,  other  than  as  a 
paralegal  for  Mr.  Green? 

A.  Boy,  that's  a  very  broad  question  and  so  I'm  — 

Q.  Let  me  narrow  it  down.  Other  than  as  a 

paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene,  have  you  had  any  conversations 
with  the  Aznerans  since  August  of  1991? 

MR.  GREENE:  Just  so  it's  clear,  you  mean  as  an 
independent  human  as  opposed  to  a  paralegal? 

MR.  WILSON:  Right.  He  could  be  talking  to  the 
Aznerans  about  baseball  or  politics. 

MR.  GREENE:  As  opposed  to  having  direction  to 

\ 

find  out  something  from  them? 

MR.  WILSON:  I  suppose  it's  possible  they  could 
have  talked  about  the  case  not  in  connection  with  his 
being  a  paralegal,  although  I  don't  know. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  don't  think  it's  possible. 

THE  WITNESS:  So  the  answer  is  yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  Okay.  Can  you  tell  me,  other 
than  as  to  those  communications  as  the  answer  is  "yes", 
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how  many  have  there  been? 


13  3 

i 
I 

A.  There's  one  that  comes  to  mind. 

i 

Q.  Okay,  which  one  is  that?  When  did  it  occur? 

i 

i 

What  was  the  substance  of  it?  I 

i 

A.  My  recollection  is  two  or  three  months  ago. 

And  I  communicated  with  Vicky  Azneran  at  that  time  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  some  information  for  my  own 
litigation. 

q.  okay.  Can  you  tell  me  what  you  asked  her,  what 
information  you  wanted  to  get? 

MR.  GREENE:  Now,  I'll  instruct  you,  Mr. 

Armstrong,  not  to  answer  that  question  based  on  the 
attorney  workproduct  privilege. 

MR.  WILSON:  That's  — 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  being  asserted  in  the  case 
of  CSI  v.  Armstrong. 

MR.  WILSON:  Are  you  saying  then  that  he  did 
that  as  a  paralegal  in  his  own  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  I  don't  want  to  waste  a  lot  of 
time  on  this.  I  take  it  if  I  ask  him  about  any 
communications  he  had  with  the  Aznerans  after  August  1991 
through  the  present,  you  would  assert  the  attorney 
workproduct  privilege? 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  I  wouldn't.  I  would  only 
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assert  it  in  responding  to  a  question  that  would 
necessitate  a  disclosure  of  substantial  communications 
acquired  by  Armstrong  while  acting  in  the  capacity  as, 
one,  paralegal  on  Azneran;  or,  two,  paralegal  on 
Armstrong.  If  there  were  any  other  communicat ions  with 
the  Aznerans,  that's,  so  to  speak,  fair  game. 

MR.  WILSON:  Okay. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you  the  question  framed  in  terms  of 
Mr.  Greene's  parameters. 

Other  than  as  a  paralegal  on  the  Azneran  case 
or  a  paralegal  on  your  own  case,  have  you  had  any 
communications  with  the  Aznerans  since  August  of  1991? 

A.  No. 

Q.  I  take  it  you're  currently  working  as  a 
paralegal  on  both  of  the  cases? 

A.  I  can  say  this  about  that,  and  that  is  that 
both  cases  are  in  the  office  and  I  am  a  paralegal  in  the 
office.  But  at  present,  I'm  not  doing  any  work  on  the 
Azneran  case. 

Q.  Okay.  So  you're  not,  do  you  consider  yourself 
to  be  a  paralegal  that  works  on  the  Azneran  case  or  not? 

I  just  want  to  know  so  I  can  ask  you  about  communications 
with  the  Aznerans. 

A.  Well,  I  think  you  can  go  ahead  and  ask  me  about 
communications  with  the  Aznerans  for  the  simple  fact  that 
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assert  it  in  responding  to  a  question  that  would 
necessitate  a  disclosure  of  substantial  communicat ions 
acquired  by  Armstrong  while  acting  in  the  capacity  as, 
one,  paralegal  on  Azneran;  or,  two,  paralegal  on 
Armstrong.  If  there  were  any  other  communications  with 
the  Aznerans,  that’s,  so  to  speak,  fair  game. 

MR.  WILSON:  Okay. 

Q.  Let  me  ask  you  the  question  framed  in  terms  of 
Mr.  Greene's  parameters. 

Other  than  as  a  paralegal  on  the  Azneran  case 
or  a  paralegal  on  your  own  case,  have  you  had  any 
communications  with  the  Aznerans  since  August  of  1991? 


A.  No. 


Q.  I  take  it  you're  currently  working  as  a 
paralegal  on  both  of  the  cases? 

A.  I  can  say  this  about  that,  and  that  is  that 
both  cases  are  in  the  office  and  I  am  a  paralegal  in  the 
office.  But  at  present,  I'm  not  doing  any  work  on  the 
Azneran  case. 

Q.  Okay.  So  you're  not,  do  you  consider  yourself 
to  be  a  paralegal  that  works  on  the  Azneran  case  or  not? 

I  just  want  to  know  so  I  can  ask  you  about  communications 
with  the  Aznerans. 

A.  Well,  I  think  you  can  go  ahead  and  ask  me  about 
communications  with  the  Aznerans  for  the  simple  fact  that 
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learned  that  the  Aznerans  had  instituted  litigation 
against  the  organization? 

A.  I  can't  tell  you  the  exact  way  that  I  learned, 
because,  as  I  say,  I  heard  about  it,  heard  about  aspects 
of  it,  read  documents  concerning  it  during  those, 
probably  two  years  prior  to  this. 

Q.  When  you  say  two  years  prior  to  this,  what  do 
you  mean? 

A.  Two  years  prior  to  executing  the  July  1991 
document . 

Q.  Do  you  have  any  idea  who  you  heard  it  from? 

A.  You  mean  the  first  time  I  ever  heard  of  it,  is 
that  what  you're  asking  me? 

Q.  Yes,  how  you  learned  they  had  sued  the 
organization . 

A.  No,  I  can't  say  where  I  learned  it  from. 

Q.  And  I  take  it  at  the  time  you  executed  this 

declaration,  you  were  not  working  as  a  paralegal  for  Mr. 
Greene? 


A.  Right. 

Q.  And  at  some  later  time  you  began  working  as  a 
paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene  and  part  of  those  duties  were 
working  on  the  case;  is  that  right? 

A.  Right. 

Q.  Can  you  tell  me  when  that  was  that 
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approximately  you  began  working  as  a  paralegal  on  the 
case? 

MR.  GREENE:  For  me? 

MR.  WILSON:  Yes. 

THE  WITNESS:  August  1991. 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  Did  you  have  any  connection 
from  August  1991  until  the  Azneran  case,  other  than  as  a 
paralegal  for  Mr.  Green? 

A.  Boy,  that's  a  very  broad  question  and  so  I'm  — 

Q.  Let  me  narrow  it  down.  Other  than  as  a 

paralegal  for  Mr.  Greene,  have  you  had  any  conversations 
with  the  Aznerans  since  August  of  1991? 

MR.  GREENE:  Just  so  it's  clear,  you  mean  as  an 
independent  human  as  opposed  to  a  paralegal? 

MR.  WILSON:  Right.  He  could  be  talking  to  the 
Aznerans  about  baseball  or  politics. 

MR.  GREENE:  As  opposed  to  having  direction  to 
find  out  something  from  them? 

MR.  WILSON:  I  suppose  it's  possible  they  could 
have  talked  about  the  case  not  in  connection  with  his 
being  a  paralegal,  although  I  don't  know. 

MR.  GREENE:  I  don't  think  it's  possible. 

THE  WITNESS:  So  the  answer  is  yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  Q.  Okay.  Can  you  tell  me,  other 
than  as  to  those  communications  as  the  answer  is  "yes", 
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how  many  have  there  been? 

A.  There's  one  that  comes  to  mind. 

Q.  Okay,  which  one  is  that?  When  did  it  occur? 
What  was  the  substance  of  it? 

A.  My  recollection  is  two  or  three  months  ago. 

And  I  communicated  with  Vicky  Azneran  at  that  time  for 
the  purpose  of  getting  some  information  for  my  own 
litigation. 

Q.  Okay.  Can  you  tell  me  what  you  asked  her,  what 
information  you  wanted  to  get? 

MR.  GREENE:  Now,  I'll  instruct  you,  Mr. 
Armstrong,  not  to  answer  that  question  based  on  the 
attorney  workproduct  privilege. 

MR.  WILSON:  That's  — 

MR.  GREENE:  That's  being  asserted  in  the  case 
of  CSI  v.  Armstrong. 

MR.  WILSON:  Are  you  saying  then  that  he  did 
that  as  a  paralegal  in  his  own  case? 

MR.  GREENE:  Yes. 

MR.  WILSON:  I  don't  want  to  waste  a  lot  of 

time  on  this.  I  take  it  if  I  ask  him  about  any 
communications  he  had  with  the  Aznerans  after  August  1991 
through  the  present,  you  would  assert  the  attorney 
workproduct  privilege? 

MR.  GREENE:  No,  I  wouldn't.  I  would  only 
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BY  TELEFAX  AND  U.S.  MAIL 


WILLIAM  D.  KATZ 
DEBRA  S.  TOBIAS 
PETER  M.  JACOBS 
JEFFREY  S.  AD  ELMAN 
RANDALL  A.  SPENCER  $ 
ROBERT  A.  WIENER  # 
JAMES  J.  JACKSON 
KAREN  L  BROWN 


OF  COUNSEL 
MARCELLO  M.  DI  MAURO 
KAREN  D.  HOLLY  ± 
JEANNE  M.  GAVIGAN 


Ford  Greene 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  California  94960-1949 


Re :  Church  of  Scientology  International  v.  Armstrong ; 

Aznaran  v.  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  et _ al-JL 


Dear  Mr.  Greene: 

I  received  your  notice  of  association  back  into  the  Aznaran 
case  today,  and  I  must  admit  that  I  found  your  actions  quite 
puzzling. 

At  deposition,  Gerald  Armstrong  has  testified  both  that  he 
continues  to  work  for  you,  and  that  he  has  no  intention  of 
following  the  order  issued  by  Judge  Sohigian  which  prevents  him 
from  providing  assistance  to  the  Aznarans  in  their  lawsuit. 

Under  these  circumstances,  you  as  well  as  he  seem  very  willing  to 
flout  Judge  Sohigian 's  orders  and  risk  the  penalty  of  contempt. 

Your  employment  of  Armstrong  to  work  on  this  case  has 
already  given  rise  to  serious  breach  of  contract  claims  against 
Armstrong.  For  you,  fully  aware  of  both  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  and  of  the  preliminary  injunction,  to  employ  Armstrong 
in  any  capacity  that  could  result  in  his  providing  you  with  aid 
in  the  Aznaran  case,  would  be  not  simply  a  contempt  of  court,  but 
also  tortious  interference  with  the  contract  between  my  client 
and  Armstrong.  Kindly  inform  me  immediately  what  steps  you  have 
taken  and  will  continue  to  take  to  ensure  that  Armstrong  does  not 
aid  you  in  your  work  on  this  case  or  any  other  in  which  any  of 
the  settlement  beneficiaries  or  signatories  are  parties. 


I  look  forward  to  your  prompt  reply. 


Very  truly  yours, 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

/■  S / vT  / 
Laurie  J.  Bart i Ison 


LJBrmfh 

cc:  Paul  Morantz,  Esq. 

Andrew  H.  Wilson,  Esq. 


HUB  LA UJ  Off IC€S 


Ford  Greene 
Lawter 
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san  flns€Lmo.  caufoanm  94960-1949 

(415)  258-0360 


License  No  107501 
Facsimile  (415)  455-53 


July  11,  1992 


LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

RE:  Church  of  Scientology  International  v.  Armstrong 

[Former  Marin  County  Superior  Court  No.  152  229] 
Los  Angeles  Superior  Court 
Case  No.  BC  052  395 


Dear  Ms.  Bartilson: 

I  am  receipt  of  your  letter  dated  July  7,  1992,  regarding 
your  claim  the  Mr.  Armstrong  is  violating  Judge  Sohogian's 
preliminary  injunction  because  I  again  represent  the  Aznarans. 

I  reject  your  attempt  to  penetrate  the  inner  sanctum  of  my 
law  practice,  force  a  waiver  the  attorney  work  product  privilege, 
and  set  yourself  up  as  some  type  of  monitor  of  my  law  practice  by 
requesting  that  I  inform  you  of  *what  steps  [I]  have  taken  and 
will  continue  to  take  to  ensure  that  Armstrong  does  not  aid  [me] 
in  my  work*  against  Scientology. 

As  to  your  veiled  threat  of  suit  for  tortious  interfence 
with  the  contract  between  Scientology  and  Gerry,  such  an  effort 
not  only  would  be  a  misgiuded  attempt  to  interfere  with  my 
contracts  with  my  clients  but  an  effort  to  deprive  Armstrong  of 
his  Sixth  Amendment  right  to  counsel. 

I  have  and  will  do  my  best  to  avoid  any  violations  of  Judge 
Sohigian's  somewhat  cryptic  and  difficult  to  enforce  order. 

Based  upon  the  confidentiality  required  to  run  my  law  practice, 
particularly  with  respect  to  your  clients'  ongoing  efforts  to 
intrude  and  invade  the  same,  you  will  simply  have  to  take  my  word 
for  it. 
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cc:  Gerald  Armsstrong 

Paul  Morantz,  Esq. 
Andrew  H.  Wilson,  Esq 


BOWLES  &  MOXON 
attorneys  at  law 

6255  SUNSET  BOULEVARD 
SUITE  2000 

HOLLYWOOD,  CALIFORNIA  90028 


TIMOTHY  BOWLES  • 
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(213)  661-4030 
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July  18,  1992 

TELEFAX  AND  U.S.  MAH. 


WILLIAM  D.  KATZ 
DEBRA  S.  TOBIAS 
PETER  M.  JACOBS 
JEFFREY  S.  AD  ELMAN 
RANDALL  A.  SPENCER  I 
ROBERT  A.  WIENER 
JAMES  J.  JACKSON 
KAREN  L  BROWN 


OF  COUNSEL 
MARCELLO  M.  Dl  MAI 
KAREN  D.  HOLLY  1 
JEANNE  M.  GAV1GAN 


Ford  Greene 

HUB  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Blvd. 

San  Anselmo,  CA  94960-1949 


RE:  Church  of  Scientology  International  v.  Armstrong? 

Aznaran  v.  Church  of  Scientology  of  California,  et  al. 

Dear  Mr.  Greene: 

I  have  received  your  letter  of  July  11,  1992,  responding 
to  my  request  for  information  and  confirmation  that  Gerald 
Armstrong  is  not  doing  para-legal  work  for  your  office  on  the 
Aznaran  case.  Your  response  is  wholly  inadequate, 
unsatisfactory  and  appears  to  be  untrue. 

Specifically,  Mr.  Armstrong  recently  called  me  from  your 
office  and  asked  me  to  fax  him  documents  in  the  Aznaran 
case.  When  I  cautioned  him  that  the  terms  of  the  Armstrong 
preliminary  injunction  forbade  him  from  assisting  civil 
litigants  against  the  Church,  he  replied  that  he  was  trying  to 
help.  By  this  I  understand  that  Armstrong  is  assisting  in 
your  law  office  on  Aznaran  case  matters.  Naturally,  I 
refused  to  send  him  anything. 

The  preliminary  injunction  issued  in  the  Armstrong 
matter  is  neither  "somewhat  cryptic"  nor  "difficult  to 
enforce."  It  is  both  narrow  and  specific.  In  the  face  of  the 
above  evidence  that  Armstrong  is  violating  the  injunction  and 
your  refusal  to  provide  information  as  to  the  steps  you  have 
taken  to  prevent  Armstrong  from  continuing  to  violate  the  Court 
order,  I  demand  that  Armstrong  immediately  cease  all  work  on 
the  Aznaran  case  and  that  you  assure  me,  in  writing,  that  he 
has  done  so. 


Re:  Armstrong 
Page  2 


Your  prompt  attention  to  this  matter  is  appreciated. 

Respectfully, 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 


cc:  John  C.  Elstead 

Paul  Morantz 
Andrew  H.  Wilson 
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PROOP  OF  SERVICE 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  I 

am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above 

entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  Sir  Francis  Drake 

Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 

documents:  PLAINTIFFS '  OPPOSITION  TO  DEFENDANTS '  MOTION  FOR 

CERTIFICATION  OF  ISSUES  FOR  APPEAL  ;  ORDER 

on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing 

a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 

thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  a 

San  Anselmo,  California:  SEE  SERVICE  LIST 


[X] 

(By  Mail) 

I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon 
fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  united 

States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 

[  ] 

(Personal 

Service) 

I  caused  such  envelope  to  be  delivered  by  hand 
to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

[  ] 

(State) 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above 
is  true  and  correct. 

[X] 

(Federal) 

I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the  office  of 
a  member  of  the  bar  of  this^court  at  whose 
direction  the  cen/ire  _ _ 

DATED 

:  July 

3/,  1992  / 
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Aznaran  v.  Scientology: _ Service  List 


JOHN  CLIFTON  ELSTEAD 
Attorney  at  Law 
4900  Hopyard  Road,  Suite  240 
Pleasanton,  California  94588 

Earle  C.  Cooley 

COOLEY,  MANION,  MOORE,  &  JONES,  P.C. 
21  Custom  House  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02110 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

James  H.  Berry,  Jr. 

BERRY  and  C  AHA  LAN 

2049  Century  Park  East 

Los  Angeles,  California  90067 
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Aznaran  v.  ScientojoqYJ - Service  List 


JOHN  CLIFTON  ELSTEAD 
Attorney  at  Law 
4900  Hopyard  Road,  Suite  240 
Pleasanton,  California  94588 

Earle  C.  Cooley 

COOLEY,  MANION,  MOORE,  &  JONES,  P.C. 
21  Custom  House  Street 
Boston,  Massachusetts  02110 

Laurie  J.  Bartilson 
BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

James  H.  Berry,  Jr. 

BERRY  and  C  AHA  LAN 

2049  Century  Park  East 

Los  Angeles,  California  90067 
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Ford  Gresne 

HUB  LAW  OfflC€S 

711  Sift  IftAnClS  QQflKf  BQUUmD 

Ucaxsc  No.  107601 

Lawyer 

sfln  ansfimo,  Cflufoom*  94*60-1*49 

Fjkcaixue  (415)  458-5318 

MIS)  2  2  6-03  60 

July  19,  1992 


Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esq,  By  Telecopier 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

62SS  Sunset  3oulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

Jeanne  M.  Gavigan,  Esq.  bv  Telecopier 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

RE:  Refund  Claim  of  Til lie  Hanna  Good  from 

Church  of  Scientology  of  River  Park  Mission 


Tort  Claims  Against: 

►  Religious  Technology  Center 

►  Church  of  Scientology  International 

►  Scientology  Missions  International 

►  Church  of  Scientology  of  River  Park  Mission 

►  Hubbard  Dianetics  Foundation 

►  Brian  An j  o 

►  Tree  Nebecker 

►  Russell  McKevits 

►  David  Brink 

►  Susan  Doe 

►  Richard  Doe 

►  Paul  Doe 

MARMiwa:  One  year  statute  expires  on  July  22,  1992. 

In  absence  of  a  tolling  agreement,  a  lawsuit 
will  be  filed. 


Dear  Mss.  Bartilson  and  Gavigan: 

I  have  agreed  to  represent  Tillie  H.  Good  with  respect  to 
certain  claims  she  possesses  against  the  above  referenced 
corporate  components  and  individual  agents  of  the  Scientology 
Organization.  The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  for  settlement  only 
and  no  part  of  it  shall  be  used  in  any  proceeding,  formal  or 
informal,  aside  from  settling  her  claim. 
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As  you  will  note  from  the  statement  of  facts  set  forth 
below,  the  one  year  statute  of  limitation  applicable  to  the  torts 
of  assault,  battery,  and  intentional  infliction  of  emotional 
distress  as  they  apply  to  this  claim  will  run  on  July  22,  1992. 

I  need  immediate  confirmation  that  the  running  of  the  one  year 
statute  of  all  claims  as  of  July  20,  1992,  will  be  tolled  until 
August  18,  1992,  and  thereafter  be  subject  to  revocation  on  two 
weeks  notice.  Otherwise,  I  will  have  no  choice  but  to  file  a 
complaint  in  order  to  save  Ms.  Good's  claims. 

gyB9pfi«  .  dl  Cl-aia 

Without  indulging  in  an  extended  statement  of  facts,  I 
provide  you  with  the  following  synopsis.  At  the  time  Tillie  H. 
Good,  an  individual  with  a  history  of  child  sexual  abuse,  became 
involved  with  Scientology,  she  was  embroiled  in  a  tormentuous 
relationship  with  a  man  in  Chicago,  Eric  Smith.  Brian  An jo  of 
the  River  Park  org  first  contacted  her  by  telephone  which  he 
successfully  developed  into  a  hone  contact  and  then  personality 
test  at  the  franchise. 

Both  An jo  and  Tree  Nebecker  regged  Ms.  Good  by  playing  upon 
the  vulnerabilities  she  had  disclosed  to  them  regarding  her 
relationship  with  Smith  including  but  not  limited  to  that  she 
felt  responsible  for  the  difficulties  in  that  relationship,  that 
she  was  not  good  enough  for  her  boyfriend,  feeling  that  she 
didn't  deserve  to  be  loved,  and  that  she  was  suicidal.  After 
eliciting  Ms.  Good's  psychological  vulnerabilities,  Anjo  and 
Nebecker  interjected  confusion  and  fear  by  telling  her  that  she 
would  commit  suicide  if  she  did  not  take,  the  Life  Repair  course 
and  that  said  course  was  the  only  thing  available  anywhere  in  the 
world  upon  which  she  could  rely  to  assist  herself  in  the 
elimination  of  her  depression  and  attainment  of  spiritual  freedom 
from  human  emotion  and  reaction.  The  confusion  and  dependency 
that  the  Scientologists  engendered  was  further  developed  by  the 
inculcation  of  Scientology  ideology  concerning  "negative 
charges,"  V  for  the  release  thereof,  and  the  Bridge  to  Total 
Freedom. 


"Charge"*  The  stored  quantities  of  energy  in  the  time 
track;  stored  energy  or  stored  re-creatable  potentials  of  energy. 
The  electrical  impulse  on  the  case  that  activates  the  meter. 
Harmful  eneray  or  force  accumulated  and  generated  in  the  reactive 
mind,  resulting  from  the  conflicts  and  unpleasant  experiences 
rhat  a  person  has  had."  HCOB  15  July  78,  Scientology  CS-1, 
Definitions  Sheet. 
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Claim  of  Tillie  H.  Good 


J 


-  atr?tegy  to  lister  Ma.  Good  for  Life  Repair  was 

S  ?;L  *Kei°P^d  by  Nebecker  Anjo's  provision  of  advice  to 
Ms.  Good  that  she  was  psychologically  at  risk  and  in  danger  on 

one  hand  while  on  the  other  hand  eliciting  from  Ms.  Good9that  her 

in  Sfa*  t0  serv®  God  and  mankind  so  as  to  bring  more 

peace,  love  and  harmony  to  the  planet  and  help  people  to  lovS 

themselves  and  others.  They  repeatedly  told  her  the  only  wav  out 
was  Life  Repair.  They  kept  her  at  the  org  very  late  hours 

£S"L2!*J she  h-V°  aris* early'  in  a  sucSssfui  eSSSt  to 

diln't  S«ehS.r“ne5“°e  S7-000'00  prioa  ^ 

Once  the  Scientologists  overcame  Ms.  Good's  resistant* 
exploited  her  credit  cards  by  raising  thi  lSitS  thereon  ^i  SeX 
making  maximum  charges  in  order  to  pay  for  the  services  thev  had 
3H* told  that^her  ^2SJSTt??a^.£S 
J4£j -Rl 8pair  was  consequence  of  such  negative  charges,  thus  9 

ai  aS?  “k  a9aiMt  h*Malf  S°  “  to  kgina.rSTpisSrJ  of 

They  promised  her  she  would  become  a  brand-new  person  tha-t 

fb.«aido^ILC?^ldan?^P°War'  aSHSSld  g£ 

that  P»ymg  off  her  credit  cards  would 
O?  f^1?"  wbataoav«-  Kd*«  said  she  d.s.rved  the 
benefit  of  Life  Repair  and  guaranteed  that  it  would  make  Tillie  a 
etter  person.  Tillie  asked  whether  he  was  sure  and  whether  Lif^ 
Repair  would  release  all  of  her  negative  charges  “  that  sj=h 

5???:\ruls  n?;af atfact  »«  »>..  25  25 

^ilia*?ha  3houdd  trust  him  and  Tree  since  their  purpose  and 

SSSSiS".!!"  t0  halp  “d  5arva  pa°Pla  like  TUlie?  Ru«r 

eaki  heJ  d5li?ona?™L?°fa, tiBa  to  waata  and  that  Tillie  aUst 
make  her  decision  immediately.  He  emphasized  that  unon 

“”plati°n  °f  11 '«  Repair,  Tillie  could  continue  0p  t2  Bridge  to 

become  Clear  which  was  a  wonderful  place  to  be.  Overand  over  t 

gain,  Tillie  asked  Ruse  whether  Life  Repair  would  eliminate  the 

a ??eciVJL?ar*r  in  bGr  lif€  so  that  thoie  charges  Sould^Jer 
affect  her  again.  Russ  reassured  her  that  once  she  release 

they  would  never  ever  affect  her  again  He 

2cont™?J5  vo?id  ba  «bla  to  control  h.r  lik  and  kuld  nct 
be  controlled  by  other  people  or  situations. 

fuifi??S.pr5is5i5rona22  by 

552Wo«d^°a55ru5tr.Uf-  ““  S  a 
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Ms.  Good  was  sent  to  ethics  when  she  complained  that  the 
promised  benefits  never  were  forthcoming.  She  was  instructed  to 
and  did  disconnect  from  her  friends  because  her  relationships  to 
them  was  the  cause  to  which  her  failure  to  make  case  gain  was 
attributed.  She  was  constantly  hounded,  almost  universally  late 
at  night,  for  more  money.  Despite  her  pleas  to  be  left  alone, 
staff  constantly  worked  on  her  in  an  undoubted  effort  to  raise 
their  own  stats  to  levels  acceptable  to  upper  management. 

When  she  balked  at  incurring  further  debts  on  her  charge 
cards,  Tillie  was  berated,  demeaned  and  cussed-out  for  hours  at  a 
stretch,  she  was  humiliated  and  threatened  for  asking  questions 
or  expressing  dissent.  Ultimately,  she  was  subject  of  physical 
assault  and  battery  by  Brian  Anjo  in  effort  to  force  her  into 
Tree  Nebecker's  regging  office.  This  occurred  on  July  22,  1991 
and  caused  her  to  leave  Scientology  for  good. 


Tillie  H.  Good  never  wants  to  return  to  Scientology. 

She  wants  all  of  her  money  back.  If  her  money  is  promptly 
returned,  she  will  not  sue  for  fraud,  intentional  infliction  of 
emotional  distress,  assault,  battery,  breach  of  contract  and 
rescission. 


Ms.  Good  will  settle  any  and  all  claims  against  the 
appropriate  Scientology  entities  and  personnel  in  consideration 
of  $13,708,39,  which  is  the  amount,  according  to  Scientology 
generated  invoices,  she  has  paid  to  Scientology.  Copies  thereof 
are  enclosed  for  your  review.  This  offer  will  expire  on  August 
28,  1992. 

Your  clients  are  also  on  notice  not  to  destroy  any  papers  of 
any  kind  or  description,  including  specifically,  but  not 
necessarily  limited,  to  any  papers  regarding: 

(1)  Any  financial  arrangements  leading  to  the  payment  of 
then-present  and  future  goods  and  services  from  any 
Scientology-related  organization;  and/or 

(2)  Ms.  Good#s  auditing  files. 
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Finally,  Ms.  Good  insists  that  Scientology  representatives 
shall  make  no  effort  to  contact  her.  All  communications  to  Ms. 
Good  shall  be  directed  through  my  office.  Failure  to  respect 
this  request  will  result  in  action  to  obtain  the  appropriate 
restraining  orders.  Ms.  Good's  settlement  check  shall  be  made 
out  jointly  to  her  and  to  me  as  her  attorney. 

Please  confirm  your  agreement  regarding  the  suspension  of 
the  one  year  statute  of  limitation.  Otherwise,  Ms.  Good  will  be 
required  to  file  suit  in  order  to  stop  such  statute  from  running. 


:acg 

Ends,  (sent  with  telecopy  and  by  mail) 
cc:  Tillie  Hanna  Good  (with  enclosures) 
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July  2,  1992 


Laurie  J.  Bartilson,  Esq,  By  Telecopier 

BOWLES  &  MOXON 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

William  T.  Drescher,  Esq.  Bv  Telecopier 

23670  Calabasas  Road,  Suite  338 
Calabasas,  California  91302 


RE:  Refund  Claim  of  Denise  Cantin,  D.o. 
Against  Scientology  Organizations: 


► 

► 

► 

► 

► 

► 

► 


Sterling  Management 

Church  of  Scientology,  orange  County 

Church  of  Scientology,  Clearwater 

Church  of  Scientology,  San  Francisco 

Church  of  Scientology,  Boston 

International  Association  of  Scientologists 

Freewinds 


LAB  MO.  00050649 


Counsel : 


Dr.  Cantin  has  employed  me  to  obtain  a  complete  refund  of 
all  moneys  she  has  paid  to  the  above  referenced  organizations 
from  November  1988  through  September  1991.  The  purpose  of  this 
letter  is  for  settlement  only  and  no  part  of  it  shall  be  used  in 
any  proceeding,  formal  or  informal,  aside  from  settling  her 
claim. 


Dr.  Cantin  has  spent  a  substantial  amount  of  money  on 
various  Scientology  courses  and  services.  She  has  been  misled  by 
what  Scientology  representatives  stated  she  would  gain  from 
purchasing  its  services,  as  well  as  statements  that  her  sexual 
privacy  would  be  respected  and  be  free  from  intrusion.  She  has 
been  hurt  by  the  way  she  was  treated  after  the  commencement  of 
her  scientological  affiliation. 

An  itemization  of  the  amounts  specific  to  each  component  of 
the  Scientology  organization  is  set  forth  in  the  Schedule  of 
Scientology  Expenditures  enclosed  herewith.  Documentation  of 
said  expenditures  will  follow  with  the  mailed  copy  of  this 
letter. 
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Based  upon  Scientology's  treatment  and  use  of  her,  Dr. 

Cantin  possesses  various  tort  and  contract  causes  of  action, 
including  but  not  limited  to  Molko  type  fraud  and  intentional 
infliction  of  emotional  distress,  as  well  as  breach  of  contract. 
Provided  that  a  full  refund  is  provided,  Dr.  Cantin  is  willing  to 
sign  a  mutual  release  and  waiver  and  to  forego  all  Scientology 
services  in  the  future.  Otherwise,  she  has  instructed  me  that 
she  will  commence  litigation  not  only  to  recoup  the  money  which 
Scientology  has  taken  from  her,  but  also  to  obtain  compensatory 
and  punitive  damages  as  well. 

The  facts  underlying  Dr.  Cantin 's  claim  are  as  follows.  In 
October  1988,  a  representative  of  Sterling  Management  solicited 
Dr.  Cantin,  an  osteopath,  to  attend  a  seminar  held  out  to  improve 
her  professional  practice.  Representations  were  made  to  Dr. 
Cantin  that  the  seminar  would  cause  an  immediate  improvement  in 
patient  flow  and  income. 

Dr.  Cantin  attended  the  seminar  held  at  the  Worcester 
Marriott  where  she  was  advised  to  enroll  in  a  program  of  business 
courses  and  private  consultations  at  the  headquarters  of  Sterling 
Management  in  Glendale,  California.  She  was  told  the  courses 
were  specifically  geared  toward  her  office.  Dr.  Cantin  paid 
$11,500  to  sign  up. 

Dr.  Cantin  was  never  advised  up  front  that  Sterling  was 
affiliated  with  Scientology  even  though  she  was  required  to  take 
a  personality  test  as  a  condition  of  participating  in  Sterling 
training.  When  she  arrived  in  California  on  November  21,  1988, 
"Miles*  advised  Dr.  Cantin  that  her  personality  test  revealed  she 
was  suicidal.  Thus,  the  argument  went,  she  could  not  properly 
conduct  her  business  unless  she  was  happy  and  could  improve  her 
life.  Of  course,  Miles  had  just  the  program  for  her.  Indeed, 
Miles  told  Cantin  she  needed  to  discuss  this  immediately  and  a 
woman  was  available  that  night  for  such  purpose. 

The  woman  with  whom  Dr.  Cantin  spoke  on  December  2,  1988, 

Pam  or  Paula,  convinced  her  that  Dianetics  would  straighten  out 
her  life  and  that  she  should  forego  her  plans  to  attend  a  medical 
conference  in  order  to  receive  Dianetice  processing  instead. 

Paula  took  Cantin  to  the  Orange  County  franchise,  showing  her  a 
book  on  religious  philosophy  before  they  left.  Dr.  Cantin  became 
upset  because  she  wanted  to  avoid  religious  groups.  She  was  told 
that  she  did  not  need  to  worry  because  Scientology  was  not  like 
any  other  religion  in  that  it  merely  taught  an  individual  how  to 
handle  life  better.  Dr.  Cantin  was  further  told  that  she  would 
be  allowed  to  be  herself,  would  not  be  taught  about  God  and  that 
people  from  all  religious  denominations  were  Scientologists. 
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The  following  day.  Dr.  Cantin  was  taken  from  her  hotel  to 
the  Orange  County  Scientology  Organization  and  signed  up  for  an 
introductory  program  for  $2,500.  Many  people  started  to  speak  to 
Dr.  Cantin  about  a  'Bridge*  in  Scientology  that  led  people  to 
spiritual  freedom  resulting  in  an  increased  ability  to  cope  with 
life  and  be  in  control  of  their  environment.  Dr.  Cantin  was  told 
that  such  results  were  accomplished  by  very  precise  scientific 
methods  that  worked  for  everyone.  She  was  told  that  there  was  no 
place  else  on  earth  where  such  'technology  on  handling  life*  was 
offered  and  that  many  of  the  things  that  kept  her  from  achieving 
her  full  spiritual  potential  would  be  handled  by  doing  the 
'Bridge.' 

On  December  6,  1988,  Dr.  Cantin  met  David  Worthen.  Worthen 
flattered  Dr.  Cantin  regarding  the  rate  of  her  progress  up  the 
Bridge.  He  introduced  her  to  auditing,  telling  her  that  it  was 
going  to  offer  her  a  quicker  way  to  go  up  the  Bridge  which  many 
doctors  chose  because  they  were  more  able  and  thus,  could  advance 
more  quickly.  He  stated  that  auditing  would  enable  her  to 
communicate  with  anyone  about  anything  without  fear  and  enable 
her  to  confront  any  situation  in  her  office,  or  elsewhere, 
without  backing  off.  Worthen  also  told  her  that  she  was 
attracting  bad  things  to  herself  and  that  as  3he  went  up  the 
Bridge  she  would  learn  why  and  how  to  stop  such  attractions.  He 
represented  to  her  that  Scientology/Dianetics  could  cure  her 
allergies  and  irritable  bowel  syndrome. 

When  Worthen  asked  Cantin  what  she  wanted  in  order  to  be 
happy,  she  said  she  wanted  to  have  a  good  relationship  and  to 
improve  her  professional  practice.  She  expressed  great 
reservations  about  being  involved  in  anything  'religious'  because 
religious  organizations  laid  a  lot  of  guilt  on  people.  Dr. 

Cantin  asserted  that  she  was  gay  and  did  not  want  to  become 
involved  in  Scientology  if  her  sexual  orientation  was  ever  going 
to  be  a  problem  or  if  anyone  would  ever  try  to  change  her. 

Worthen  assured  Dr.  Cantin  that  her  sexuality  would  never  become 
an  issue,  that  Scientology  would  never  attempt  to  interfere  with 
her  'beingness,'  and  that  she  was  the  one  who  would  control  the 
decisions  that  were  made  regarding  her  life. 

When  Dr.  Cantin  asked  Worthen  how  much  this  would  cost,  he 
advised  that  to  get  to  the  state  of  'clear'  would  cost  $30,000.00 
and  that  she  had  to  decide  immediately  because  the  offer  would 
not  be  available  later.  Worthen  insisted  that  she  decide  to  take 
control  of  her  life  by  buying  Scientology  and  guaranteed  that  she 
would  never  regret  it.  He  instructed  her  to  give  him  a  check  for 
the  money  that  she  had  in  her  bank  account  and  to  call  her  father 
in  order  to  borrow  the  remainder  of  the  money  required.  Worthen 
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instructed  Cantin  to  lie  in  order  to  obtain  the  money  and  tell 
her  father  that  money  vas  for  a  business  program  for  her 
practice,  she  paid  him  $30,120.00  to  go  up  the  Bridge  to  clear, 

..  was  assigned  an  auditor  and  kept  at  Orange  county  while 

the  cult  officials  brought  her  Sterling  courses  to  her  which  she 
studied  on  her  own.  Since  Dr.  Cantin' s  primary  concern  was  to 
improve  her  professional  practice,  she  inquired  when  she  could 
return  to  the  Sterling  training.  She  was  advised  that  before  she 
returned  to  Massachusetts,  she  would  be  returned  to  Sterling 
where  she  would  meet  with  a  consultant  to  work  out  a  plan  for  her 
office.  When  she  was  returned  to  Sterling,  no  consultant  vas 
provided  to  meet  with  her  before  she  returned  home. 

Upon  her  return  to  her  office,  Dr.  Cantin  attempted  to 
implement  Sterling's  bonus  system  and  statistics  procedures  that 
she  learned  on  her  own  after  she  had  been  shunted  into 
scientological  quasi -religious  indoctrination.  Dr.  Cantin' s 
staff  rebelled.  Sterling  officials  consulted  with  her, 
instructing  her  to  terminate  a  certain  employee,  when  she  did, 
most  of  her  staff  quit.  Her  auditor,  Mark  Stout,  advised  her  to 
return  to  Orange  County  to  continue  her  journey  up  the  Bridge  so 
that  she  could  handle  her  office.  9 


In  mid-January  1989,  Dr.  Cantin  returned  to  Orange  County 
for  three  weeks  of  confidential  auditing,  15  hours  per  day.  on 
January  24,  1989,  David  and  Mary  Murphy  pressured  Dr.  Cantin  to 
purchase  training  courses  that  would  teach  her  how  to  help  and 
handle  others,  something  that  she  could  not  obtain  from  auditing. 
They  insisted  that  she  make  a  decision  immediately  and  to  call 
the  bank  to  obtain  the  money  required.  The  next  morning  Mary 
Murphy  picked  her  up  at  her  hotel  so  that  she  could  purchase  the 
training  and  return  to  auditing.  Or.  Cantin  said  that  her 
business  was  in  financial  jeopardy  because  she  was  spending  so 
much  time  m  Scientology,  that  she  had  given  all  the  money  that 
she  possessed,  and  had  gone  into  debt  for  what  she  had  already 
purchased.  Mary  insisted  that  Dr.  Cantin  borrow  more  money  and 
should  max-out  her  credit  cards  to  pay  for  the  services.  Mary 
Murphy  and  David  Worthen  told  Dr.  Cantin  stating  that  she  could 
obtain  a  scholarship  at  half  price  because  she  was  a  powerful 
being  who  was  rapidly  progressing,  but  in  fact  there  was  no  real 
savings,  in  consequence  of  the  pressure  and  deception,  on 

?f\ 1989  Dr*  called  Massachusetts  and  obtained  a 

$10,000.00  loan  over  the  telephone  and  used  her  credit  cards  to 
remainder  of  the  $18,000.00  package.  Then  Worthen 
and  Murphy  allowed  her  to  return  to  her  auditing  sessions. 
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Upon  return  to  auditing.  Dr.  Cantin  was  sent  to  ethics 
during  the  course  of  which  her  sexual  orientation  was  criticized 
by  the  ethics  officer,  Sharon.  Dr.  Cantin  was  instructed  to 
disconnect  from  her  lover  and  directed  to  change  her  lifestyle. 
Due  to  the  harassment  about  her  sexuality.  Dr.  Cantin  became 
upset.  Sharon  also  instructed  Dr.  Cantin  to  discontinue 
psychotherapy  and  to  disconnect  from  her  therapist.  She  finally 
was  allowed  to  cease  ethics  processing  and  to  return  to  auditing 
even  though  at  that  time  she  was  unable  to  complete  it. 

On  February  2,  1989,  Mary  Murphy  told  Dr.  Cantin  that  she 
didn't  have  enough  hours  left  on  her  account  in  order  to  progress 
up  the  Bridge  to  clear  and  needed  to  pay  an  additional 
$10,000.00.  Although  Dr.  Cantin  initially  resisted  paying  this 
additional  $10,000.00,  she  was  told  that  this  sum  was  needed  for 
her  to  complete  her  auditing  and  that  no  less  sum  of  money  would 
suffice.  Murphy  told  her  she  could  not  start  something  which 
they  estimated  would  take  longer  than  the  hours  left  on  account. 
Thus,  she  couldn't  finish  her  auditing.  Already  having  invested 
much  time,  money  and  distress  into  auditing  in  Orange  County,  Dr. 
cantin  borrowed  and  paid  an  additional  $10,000.00.  Dr.  Cantin 
was  very  distressed  about  having  to  pay  more  money,  a  distress 
concerning  which  Mark  stout,  her  auditor  and  others  spent  a  lot 
of  time  assuaging.  Ultimately,  only  $400.00  of  the  extra 
$10,000.00  payment  was  required  to  complete  processing. 

Dr.  Cantin  was  not  able  to  complete  the  auditing  program  and 
had  to  return  to  Orange  County  in  March  and  April  1989  to 
complete  her  journey  up  the  Bridge  to  clear,  when  she  reached 
clear,  David  Worthen  told  her  she  was  in  a  'danger  zone'  and 
needed  quickly  to  do  the  OT  levels  in  order  to  keep  moving  up  the 
Bridge  rapidly.  Worthen  told  her  that  in  doing  so  she  would 
learn  why  she  attracted  negative  things  to  herself  and  how  to 
change  that.  Worthen  said  that  although  auditing  had  removed  all 
negative  personal  things  from  her  past,  she  needed  to  start  to 
increase  her  spiritual  abilities.  He  advised  her  of  the  L's 
programs  in  Florida  that  would  sky  rocket  her  as  a  being  and 
blast  off  her  practice  as  well. 

Pr*  Cantin  returned  to  her  practice  in  April  1989  to  work 
orr  the  bills  she  had  accumulated  and  to  make  up  for  the  time  she 
xiaa  spent  in  Scientology  *  she  was  not  able  to  implement  what 
Sterling  had  instructed  her  to  do  and  in  response  to  her 
requests ,  Sterling  provided  no  assistance  which  addressed  her 
professional  needs  as  an  osteopath.  Sterling  started  to  advise 
ar  to  engage  in  practices  that  were  foreign  to  her  knowledge  of 
-£r  profession.  While  Sterling  told  her  to  go  to  other 
osteopaths  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  referral  business/ 
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Sterling  advised  against  bringing  in  a  another  doctor  to  assist 
Dr.  Cantin  with  her  case  load  whereby  she  was  providing  treatment 
to  too  many  patients  in  consequence  of  using  Sterling's 
technique.  * 


While  in  Massachusetts  in  May  1989,  Dr.  Cantin  started  to 
receive  telephone  calls  from  a  Sea  Organization  member  who  urged 
her  to  do  the  L's  program  in  Florida  and  told  her  that  the  $9  600 
left  over  in  California  could  be  transferred  to  Florida,  even* 
though  such  transfers  were  usually  prohibited,  when  Dr.  Cantin 
said  that  she  wanted  her  money  returned  to  her,  she  was  told  that 
m  such  case  she  could  never  receive  any  more  Scientology 
training  or  services.  She  told  Dr.  Cantin  that  doing  the  L's 
would  improve  her  professional  practice,  would  remove  all  things 
that  were  stopping  her  in  life  and  would  sky  rocket  her  to 
success.  L- 11  would  give  her  a  new  life.  L-12  would  make  her  an 
unshakable  being*  and  provide  absolute  certainty  about  her 
"beingness.*  Dr.  Cantin  was  told  that  the  $9,600  in  Orange 
County  could  be  transferred  to  Florida,  but  that  Dr.  Cantin  would 
have  to  pay  additional  money  to  manifest  her  good  faith  in  order 
for  this  transfer  to  take  place.  Dr.  Cantin  assented  to  an 
additional  $650  being  put  on  her  charge  card,  however,  when  she 
received  her  bill,  $1,000,  not  the  $650  she  had  authorized,  had 
been  charged.  ' 


Also  in  May  1989,  Dr.  Cantin  then  tried  to  start  in  Boston 
the  courses  that  she  had  purchased  to  follow  through  on  attaining 
clear  as  instructed  by  Mary  Murphy  and  David  Worthen.  She  was 
refused  service  in  Boston  because  she  had  paid  her  money  to 
Orange  County,  she  spent  months  trying  to  obtain  services  from 
Boston.  Ultimately,  she  received  training  in  Boston  where  she 
was  required  to  be  on  course  for  a  minimum  of  12  hours  per  week. 
Thus,  she  started  to  take  courses  all  day  on  Wednesdays  and  on 
Friday  afternoons.  She  did  not  do  well  on  these  course  and 

received  suggestions  from  Boston  staff  that  she  go  to  Florida  to 
do  the  L's. 


In  July  1989,  Dr.  Cantin  took  three  weeks  from  her  practice 
Florida  in  order  to  do  L-ll.  She  returned  in  December 
and  January  of  1989  and  1990  to  complete  L-12.  She  started  to 
complain  to  Florida  because  she  had  received  nothing  from  the  L's 
as  she  was  still  on  course  in  Boston,  but  still  doing  poorly. 

Her  auditor  in  Florida  called  and  advised  her  that  something  was 
wrong  if  she  didn't  get  the  gains  she  was  supposed  to  obtail  Ind 
needed  to  return  to  Florida  for  a  review  of  her  situation. 
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While  Dr.  Cantin  was  doing  the  L's  program,  she  was 
approached  by  a  Scientologist  named  David.  David  solicited  Dr 
Cantin  to  make  an  investment  that  would  double  or  triple  in  3-5 
years  and  would  assist  in  the  preservation  of  Scientology 
materials.  David  and  another  Scientologist  told  Dr.  Cantin  how 
she  had  purchased  prints  with  David  and  in  consequence  had 
doubled  her  money  within  one  year.  The  three  of  them  proceeded 
to  Gallery  38  to  inspect  the  prints.  David  promised  that  in  a 
few  years  when  Dr.  Cantin  wanted  to  sell  the  prints.  Gallery  88 
would  sell  them  for  her.  She  purchased  four  prints  for  which  she 
was  charged  $11,500.00. 


In  February  1990,  Dr.  Cantin  returned  to  Florida  for  four 
days  for  such  review,  then  returning  to  Massachusetts.  For  the 
following  year,  Dr.  Cantin  continued  her  Scientology  courses, 
but  still  got  nowhere.  She  decided  to  stop.  After  tremendous 
pressure  and  harassment  from  the  scientologists  at  i*h«»  Boston 
Organization,  she  assented  to  speak  with  Tom  Dewingart  at  the 
Boston  Org.  she  told  him  that  she  got  nowhere  with  Scientology 
and  got  nothing  out  of  the  L's  which  were  very  expensive  and 
touted  as  the  most  powerful  scientological  programs  available. 

She  also  advised  him  that  any  benefit  she  obtained  from  auditing 
was  short-lived  at  best.  Tom  convinced  Dr.  Cantin  that 
Scientology  worked  for  everyone,  that  were  problems  were  probably 
minor  m  nature  and  susceptible  of  quick  repair  and  to  return  to 
Florida  for  a  few  days  for  that  purpose. 


When  she  returned  to  Florida,  she  was  sent  to  ethics. 

Wanda,  the  ethics  officer,  told  her  that  because  her  mother 
worked  for  the  state  department  of  revenue  in  Massachusetts  she 
was  an  Illegal  pc  and  could  receive  no  further  auditing.  Dr. 
Cantin  demanded  her  money  back,  carol  Schwartz,  Dr.  Cantin 's 
auditor,  brought  another  auditor  to  speak  to  Dr.  Cantin.  She 
spent  much  time  convincing  Dr.  Cantin  that  the  Bridge  is  the  only 
way  to  total  freedom  and  there  was  no  place  else  in  the  world 
w^®re  she  could  receive  such  instruction  and  assistance.  Dr. 
Cantin  was  told  that  the  reason  she  had  so  many  problems  in 
Scientology  was  because  she  was  not  trained  in  the  'tech*  and 
that  in  order  to  obtain  such  training,  she  had  to  complete  her 
courses.  Dr.  Cantin  returned  to  Massachusetts  where  she  resumed 

no  gains'  she  waB  sent  to  ethics.  As  part 
of  her  ethics  handling,  she  was  told  that  when  one  cannot  get  the 
tech  in,  it  is  because  her  ethics  were  out.  In  ethics,  her  gay 
lifestyle  became  am  issue  again.  y  y 


,  .  *n  Dr.  Cantin  told  staff  member  Jan  Borowski  that 

pal4-TM*-ge5ting4.!?owh*re  with  Scientology.  Borowski  told  Dr. 
cantin  to  take  the  false  purpose  rundown  to  handle  her  beingness 
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because  being  gay  was  related  to  some  kind  of  false  or  evil 
purpose.  Borowski  strongly  recommended  the  rundown  because  Dr. 
Cant in  had  already  put  so  much  time,  money  and  effort  into 
Scientology.  Dr.  Cantin  paid  the  $10,000.00  to  take  the  false 
purpose  rundown,  she  got  nothing  out  of  the  rundown. 

In  July  1991,  Dr.  Cantin  commenced  procedures  to  obtain  a 
refund  of  her  money  from  Scientology  and  to  disconnect  from  it 
because  she  was  feeling  ripped  off.  As  part  of  the  alleged 
refund  procedure,  Dr.  Cantin  was  directed  to  return  to  Florida  to 
speak  with  staff  members  there.  Upon  her  arrival  in  Florida,  Dr. 
Cantin  was  taken  to  Wanda,  the  ethics  officer.  Dr.  Cantin  told 
Wanda  that  she  wanted  the  results  that  everyone  told  her  she 
should  receive  from  the  L's  and  auditing  or  her  money  back. 

Wanda  said  she  would  review  Dr.  Cantin 's  case  and  decide  what  to 
do. 


Wanda  set  up  another  review  for  Dr.  Cantin  as  well  as  a 
repair  of  her  previous  auditing.  Then,  Dr.  Cantin  was  told  to 
take  the  Key  to  Life  course  and  the  Life  Orientation  course  which 
would  get  her  back  on  track.  She  was  taken  to  the  International 
Association  of  Scientologists  where  she  was  told  how  important  it 
was  for  her  to  help  the  association  in  fighting  Scientology's 
battles.  She  was  told  that  the  only  way  that  she  could  obtain  a 
25%  discount  on  the  courses  that  she  was  taking  was  to  obtain  a 
lifetime  membership  in  IAS  for  $2,000.00. 

When  Dr.  Cantin  inquired  how  she  could  most  rapidly  complete 
the  program  in  order  to  take  away  as  little  time  as  possible  from 
her  practice,  she  was  told  that  the  duration  of  the  courses,  if 
uninterrupted,  was  5-6  weeks  and  could  be  accomplished  fastest  on 
a  ship  called  the  Freewinds.  For  $13,656.00  Dr.  Cantin  was  sold 
the  Key  to  Life  and  Life  Orientation  courses  and  five  weeks 
accommodations  on  the  Freewinds.  She  was  not  advised  of  any 
particular  restrictions  or  requirements.  Before  she  left  Florida 
in  July  1991  she  was  sent  again  to  Wanda  in  ethics  who  advised 
her  that  she  should  suppress  her  lesbian  feelings  and  direct  her 
romantic  inclinations  toward  men. 

Returning  to  Massachusetts,  Dr.  Cantin  made  arrangements  to 
take  one  month  off  from  her  practice.  She  also  attempted  to  date 
men,  but  found  this  unnatural .  Shortly  thereafter,  she  became 
involved  in  a  fulfilling  relationship  with  a  woman  concerning 
which  she  told  her  auditor  in  Florida,  who  approved.  Dr.  Cantin 
commenced  inquiries  regarding  bringing  her  friend  on  the 
Freewinds  with  her.  Ultimately,  Beatrice,  the  security  officer 
for  the  Freewinds  told  Dr.  Cantin  that  she  was  a  security 
clearance  reject  because  of  her  gay  relationship.  Further, 
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Dr.  Cantin' s  auditing  files. 
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ESQ. 


J 


Please  confirm  your  agreement  regarding  the  suspension  of 
all  statutes  of  limitations.  Otherwise,  Dr.  Cantin  will  be 


running. 


:  acg 

Ends,  (not  sent  with  telecopy) 

cci  Denise  Cantin,  D.O.  (by  fax  and  by  mail  with  enclosures) 
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SCHEDULE  Of  SCIENTOLOGY  EXPENDITURES 
Denise  Cast in,  D.O. 

IAS  Mo.  00050649 


Sterling  Management: 

Scientology,  Orange  County 
Scientology,  Clearwater 
Gallery  83 
Scientology,  Boston 
Scientology,  Freewind* 
Scientology,  San  Francisco 
International  Ass.  Scientologists 


$14,388.00 

64.307.25 
35,655.00 
11,500.00 
11,635.00 

13.656.25 
2,000.00 
2,000.00 


TOTAL  DEMAND 


$155,141.50 
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License  No.  107601 
Facsimile  (415)  456*5316 


September  4,  1992 


Marcello  M.  Di  Mauro,  Esq. 
BOWLES  &  MOXOH 

625S  Sunset  Blvd.,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90028 


BY  Telecopier 


EE:  ED  ROBERTS 

IAS  VO.  11430-027-0002-6813 


Dear  Mr.  Di  Mauro: 

Further  to  our  telephone  conversation  yesterday  following 
please  find  a  number  of  invoices  referencing  at  least  some  of  the 
funds  expended  by  Mr.  Roberts  on  Scientology  concerning  which  he 
wants  a  refund. 

In  this  regard  and  so  as  to  preserve  whatever  rights  Mr. 
Roberts  may  at  this  time  possess,  we  will  need  a  tolling  agreement 
(with  a  30  day  fuse)  freezing  no  later  than  September  8,  1992,  the 
current  status  of  any  and  all  statutes  of  limitation.  Otherwise, 
in  order  to  preserve  Mr.  Roberts*  rights  a  lawsuit  must  be  filed 
immediately . 

Please  call  me  and  tell  me  the  likelihood  we  can  work  this 
out.  Otherwise,  I  will  have  to  prepare  a  lawsuit  over  the  weekend 
and  file  it  on  Tuesday. 


:acg 

cc :  Ed  Roberts 
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S  =  Spanky  Taylor 
G  =  Gerry  Armstrong 
J  =  Jerry  Whitfield 

S:  We're  here  with  Gerry  Armstrong  on  the  6th  of  November 
1992.  Hi,  Gerry. 

G:  Hi,  Spanky. 

S:  Basically,  what  we're  doing  here  is  I  want  to  find  out  a 
little  bit  about  your  Scientology  experience,  or,  more  than  a 
little  bit  —  as  much  as  we  can,  starting  from  when  you  got 
involved. 


G:  Ok. 


S:  Tell  me  about  that  first. 

G:  I  got  involved  in  1969  in  Vancouver,  British  Columbia, 
Canada.  I  spent  a  year  and  a  half. 

S:  How  old  were  you  then? 

G:  Twenty-two.  Spent  about  a  year  and  a  half  in  Vancouver. 
Worked  in  the  local  franchise,  Scientology  Little  Mountain. 
Then  in  the  beginning  of  '71  went  off  to  save  the  world. 
Joined  the  Sea  Org.  Flew  to  LA.  Signed  my  Sea  Org  contract 
at  what  was  USLO.  Then  was  on  board  the  Bolivar,  stationship 
down  —  not  exactly  sure  where  it  was... 

S:  San  Pedro? 

G:  Then. . . 

S:  I  loved  the  Bolivar. 

G:  Then  by  mid-February  '71  was  flown  to  New  York,  Madrid. 
Madrid  took  a  train  down  to  Algeciras.  Algeciras  across  by 
ferry  to  Tangiers.  There  sitting  in  the  Tangier  harbor  was 
the  Apollo.  I  stayed  on  board  except  for  brief  missions  off 
the  ship  or  sometimes  I'd  go  ashore  for  brief  periods.  Was 
on  board  'til  the  fall  of  1975.  We  were,  in  those  years,  in 
Portugal,  Morocco,  Spain,  and  the  little  Atlantic  islands  — 
Madeira,  the  Canarys,  and  then  we  made  a  circuit  to  the 
Caribbean  islands  —  Bermuda,  Bahamas,  Jamaica,  Trinidad, 
Barbados,  Netherlands  Antilles. 

S:  Sounds  like  a  Beach  Boys  saga.  You  knew  LRH? 


G :  Uh  huh . 


-2- 


S:  You  married,  your  first  marriage  was...  you  married  on 
Flag. 

G:  Yeah.  I  married  his  head  messenger.  Terry  Gillham. 

Young  Terry.  She  was  a  great  catch. 

S:  She  was.  She  was. 

G:  I  was  organizationally  a  social  climber.  I  really  was. 

It  did  work  out  that  way,  you  know,  I  was  just  in  the  right 
place  at  the  right  time  I  guess. 

S:  You  had  quite  the  wedding.  I  remember  the  photos  very 
well . 

G:  Yeah?  Yeah,  I  had  a  big  double  wedding  along  with  Pat  and 
Trudy  Broeker. 

S:  That's  right. 

G:  Through  most  of  my  time  on  board  the  ship  I  was  the  Legal 
Officer.  We  called  it  the  Ship's  Representative.  I  dealt 
with  Immigration,  Customs,  and  the  Police  and  Harbor  Master 
and  handled  all  the  needs  of  the  ship  while  in  port.  Then  I 
was  the  Public  Relation's  Officer  Port  Captain  for  a  period 
of  time.  Then  I  was  the  Intelligence  Officer  through  our 
time  in  the  Caribbean.  When  we  went  ashore,  landed  in 
Daytona,  I  was  the  Intelligence  Officer  again  at  the  staging 
area  for  the  Clearwater  base  which  we  had  in  Daytona  at  that 
time. 

J:  What's  an  Intelligence  Officer? 

G:  Well. . . 


S :  It's  a 


G:  ...they  were  talking  about... 

S:  ...  jumbo  shrimp,  what  are  those  things  called  oxymorons? 


G:  Espionage.  It's  a  Hubbard  patterned  —  his  intelligence 


system,  amateur  Nazi  system.  Perfected,  created,  developed 
by  Reinhardt  Gehlen.  I  was  the  one  person  who  had  gained  a 
giant  network  of  intelligence  personnel  operated  by  the 
Guardian's  Office  in  turn  onerated  bv_ the  Guardian,  Mary  Sue 
Hubbard,  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  HeCmerefvl  directed  on  his  long 
distance  communication  lines  all  tn^\!^®^^-^<?ence  operations 


internationally . 


J:  What  kind  of  intelligence  operations  —  we're  talking 
about  a  church  who  has  intelligence  operations,  a  church  with 
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intelligence  operations?  Is  that  what  you're  saying?  And 
you  were  there,  you  were  involved  in  that?  Is  that  what  I'm 
hearing? 

G:  Right.  Now  I  have  a  different  perspective  of  course  and  I 
don't  consider  Scientology  by  any  definition  a  "church"  other 
than  the  fact  that  they  have  edifices  —  buildings  —  which 
could,  if  the  activities  therein  were  to  change,  could  be 
churches.  The  organization  itself  is  not  a  church.  But  it's 
undeniable  that  it  had  intelligence  organization  and  has  been 
described  as  outside  of  the  FBI  and  the  CIA,  the  most 
formidable  intelligence  organization  operating  on  the  North 
American  continent. 

S:  At  this  time,  in  the  early  times  when  you  on  the  ship,  you 
knew  the  offspring  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  You  knew  his  kids,  is 
this  right? 

G:  Right. 

S:  Quentin  and  Diana,  Arch  and  Suzette. 

G:  Right. 

S:  Tell  me  a  little  about  them.  I  mean,  you  know,  were  they 
happy,  were  they  well  educated,  because,  of  course,  they  were 
the  offspring  of  this  man  with  this  tremendous  wealth,  did 
they  receive  the  best  of  possible  educations,  did  they  lead  a 
privileged  life  in  terms  of  the. . .what  was  accessible  to  them 
in  terms  of  in  a  society  type  of  sense  in  terms  of  their 
education  and  their  upbringing.  Did  they  attend  the  finest 
finishing  schools?  Was  Diana  Hubbard  a  debutante.  Do  you 
know  what  I  mean?  Tell  us  about  that. 

G:  I  think  she  could  have  been  a  debutante  but  I  don't  think 
she  was.  I  think  that  all  the  kids  were  pretty  real  in  their 
own  way,  given  the  environment  in  which  they  found  themselves 
and  given  the  very  odd  circumstances  of  growing  up  in  the  Sea 
Organization.  I  suppose  that  the  one  I  got  closest  to  was 
Arthur.  Arthur  and  I  sort  of  ran  tandem  Sea  Watch,  or 
rather,  gangway  Quarter  Master  Watch  for  quite  a  period  of 
time  so  I  had  the  task  of  waking  him  up.  He  was  pretty  young 
at  the  time,  13  or  14,  I  don't  quite  remember.  It  was  always 
difficult  waking  him  up  and  he  would  pull  rank  a  little  bit 
in  that  I  didn't  want  to  make  too  much  noise  waking  him  up  in 
his  cabin  and  there  was  always  the  threat  that  if  you  did 
anything  out  of  line  at  all,  Ron... 

S:  Of  Ron. 

G:  Son  of  Source. 

S:  My  son  of  Source.  Aauugh.  That  word. 
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G:  But  all  of  them,  I  was  on  Diana's  Sea  Watch  and  she  was  a 
good  Conning  Officer.  I  think  that  all  of  the  kids  were 
intelligent  and  I  think  that  they  were  all  decent,  good 
people . 


S :  Happy?  Unhappy? 

G:  I  think  both.  Happy  at  times,  unhappy  at  times. 


S:  Very  normal  then. 
G:  Pretty  normal. 


And  Quentin? 

Quentin,  I  think  much  the  same  thing.  He  probably  was  the 
Ts^  of  the  lot,  relative  to  the  Sea  Org  experience.  But 
t  along  fine.  I  always  found  him  to  be  perhaps  the  most 
understanding,  in  a  way,  in  almost  as  if  he  ha<; 

S:  Sensitive? 

G:  Yeah,  sensitive, 
threatening  in  any  wa 


rank  and  wasn't 


S:  So  then  you  were  at  Daytona  when  the  base  was  originally 
moved  there. 


G:  Uh  huh. 


S:  And  from  that  point. 


G:  Then  we  moved  to  Dunedin.  At  that  point  I  was  busted  from 
the  Guardian's  Office.  I  was  in  the  Guardian's  Office 
Intelligence  Bureau.  Mary  Sue  or  Nikki  who  was  her 
communicator  deemed  me  a  security  risk  of  some  kind  and  so  I 
was  removed  from  the  Guardian's  Office  and  I  was  assigned  to 
Hubbard's  Communication  Bureau.  So  I  became  what  was  called 
the  Deputy  LRH  External  Communications  Aide  when  we  moved  to 
Dunedin  which  was  in  December  of  1975.  We  had  a  secret  base 
for  Hubbard  and  his  personal  staff  and  Mary  Sue  and  her 
personal  staff  at  Dunedin  in  an  apartment  complex  and 
Tnaudlble*}  knaybe  eight  miles  from  Clearwater.  I  stayed 
I'Mi'SHllTlll^June  of  '76  at  which  time  I  was  sent  to  Culver 
City  here  in  Los  Angeles  to  set  up  a  staging  area  for  what 
became  the  base  that  was  built  in  La  Quinta. 

I  was  only  there  for  a  brief  amount  of  time.  I  was  there  to 
set  up  this  unit  along  with  three  other  messengers.  Hubbard 
arrived,  Mary  Sue  Hubbard  arrived,  and  then  I  had  a  fight 
with  Nikki,  and  Hubbard  then  assigned  me  —  first  I  was  taken 
out  inn  .a  hftrrir-flri  i  t  and  I  was  kept  locked  up  in  the 
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Intelligence  Bureau  in  the  Fifield  Manor  in  Los  Angeles. 
J:  You  were  locked  up? 

G:  Right.  I  was  kept  under  guard  for  a  couple  of  weeks. 
S:  Which  is  where  that  Guardian's  Office  is  moved  to. 


G:  Right. 


Weigand . 

J:  Isn't  that  falsely  (sic)  imprisonment.  Isn't  that 
illegal? 

G:  Yeah.  It  was  clearly  false  imprisonment. 

S:  At  this  point  do  you  feel  much  of  what  you  had  done  had 
been  illegal?  On  some  level  or  another? 

J:  For  Scientology. 

G:  Personally? 

S:  That  you  had  done  personally. 

G:  I  clearly  had  been  involved  in  some  illegalities 
especially  while  I  was  on  the  ship.  Smuggling  things  on  and 
off  and. . . 

J:  What  kind  of  things?  Money,  drugs?  Weapons? 

G:  We  did  move  a  lot  of  money  around.  Briefcases. 

J:  [ . . . one  word] 

G:  Briefcases  of  money  that  were  brought  to  the  ship.  Booze, 
cigarettes,  that  sort  of  stuff  taken  off  the  ship  and  run 
through  Customs.  And  other  things  that  were  just  done  sort 
of  borderline  activities.  But  I  was  willing  to  do  those 
sorts  of  things  at  that  time  and  I  considered  that  I  was 
doing  the  greatest  good  for  the  greatest  number. 

S:  When  you  were  working  in  Intelligence  were  you  involved 
with  any  "dirty  tricks"  against  other  Scientologists  or  other 
staff  members? 

G:  I  was  aware  of  dirty  tricks  against  staff  members.  I  was 
aware  of  the  way  the  Guardian's  Office  Intelligence  Bureau 
worked  to  some  degree  because  I  had  a  lot  of  the  policies.  I 
had  the  Guardian's  Office  Intelligence  hat,  the  Intelligence 
Manual  which  trained  people  to  lie  and  steal  and  create  false 
identities  and  harrass  the  enemy. 
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J:  Why  would  a  church  need  to  that? 

G:  Well,  a  church  doesn't  need  to  do  that,  but  Scientology's 
not  a  church. 

J:  Why  would  Scientology  feel  the  need  to  be  involved  in  that 
kind  of  activity? 

G:  Because  Hubbard  was  afraid  and  his  idea  on  dealing  with 
enemies  was  to  attack  them.  One  of  the  ways  that  he  attacked 
them  was  through  covert  means. 

J:  Why  would  a  man  as  great  as  Hubbard  who  had  THE  technology 
to  save  the  world,  have  to  fear  anyone? 

G:  Well,  he  didn't  have  the  technology  to  save  the  world.  He 
simply  had  fear  because  he  had  fear.  He  was  never  able  to 
triumph  over  his  fear,  so  he  put  his  trust  in  attacking 
people  as  opposed  to  doing  the  rational  things  in  life  and  he 
also  had  reason  to  fear  because  he  had  falsified  his 
credentials,  he  had  lied  about  his  life  and  he  was  afraid  of 
being  exposed.  He  had  also  lied  and  cheated  for  many  years. 
He  knew  that  there  were  people  around  who  knew  what  he  really 
was . 

S:  Now  how  did  you  come  to  find  this  out? 

J:  Can  I  ask  one  question?  Answer  that  but  answer  this  one 
first  because  you've  got  me  really  interested.  If 
Scientology  could  do  what  it  says  it  could  do,  would  you 
still  be  in  it?  If  it  had  the  technology  to  do  what  it  says, 
would  you  still  be  in  anything? 

G:  In  answering  that  question  you'd  have  to... if  you  assumed 
that  if  it  could  do  what  it  says  it  could  do  it  would  have  a 
different  form  from  what  it  is,  then  the  answer  might  be  yes. 
But  both  things  would  have  to  be  true.  It  would  have  to 
deliver  and  it  would  have  to  be  different  from  its  present 
form  opposed  from  the  form  which  I  came  to  know  and 
understand. 

J:  Thanks.  That's  what  I  wanted  to  know.  Go  ahead  with 
Spanky.  How  did  you  find  out  this? 

S:  How  did  you  come  to  know  that  in  fact  Hubbard  had 
fabricated  his  credentials,  had  in  fact  developed  this 
tremendous  fear  that  he  had  of  being  found  out,  have  this 
paranoia? 

J:  What  credentials?  What  would  he. . .did  when  found  out? 

G:  I  guess  the  process  of  that  discovery  began  when  I  first 
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got  involved  with  the  Sea  Organization.  Of  coursed  worked 
with  the  man  for  quite  a  period  of  time.  I  shot  ^u|  with 
him  in  the  desert  after  we  left  the  ship.  He  twicScis  signed 
me  to  the  RPF .  I  talked  to  many  people  about  him.  I  read 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  his  words.  I  listened  to  him  and 

listened  to  his  tapes  so  I  had  a  great  understanding  before  I 

ever  came  to  the  realization  that  what  I'd  been  led  to 
understand  was  false,  but  I  needed  that  great  understanding  I 
think  in  order  to  know  what  the  falsities  were.  I  was,  I 
considered,  quite  fortunate  in  that  in  the  beginning  of  1980 

and  we  then  were  in  Gilman  Hot  Springs  and  there  was  a  threat 

of  a  raid  and  we  were  required  to  go  through. .. each  person 
had  to  go  through  his... all  papers  in  his  area,  whatever  post 
he  was  on,  and  all  personal  papers,  and  destroy  anything 
which  showed  Hubbard's  control  of  the  organization,  anything 
which  showed  his  intent  to  live  at  the  Gilman  Hot  Springs' 
property,  anything  which  showed  his  control  of  organization 
finances . 

S:  So  now  in  January  of  '80  isn't  that  when,  as  far  as  the 
rest  of  the  staff  at  the  other  organizations  knew,  L.  Ron 
Hubbard  went  off  the  lines,  so  to  speak,  January  '80  he  was 
like. . .  Did  he  in  fact  go  off  the  line  or  was  it  just  made  to 
look  like  he  went  off  the  line  at  that  point?  Cause  that's 
what  you're  saying,  if  I'm  following  you  correctly,  do  you 
know,  there  was  this  perception  that  he  was  now  gone  and  had 
cut  ties  to  the  actual  on-hands  running  of  the  organization. 

G:  Well,  it's... part  of  that  is  true.  There  had  been  a 
gradual  decrease,  I  would  say,  of  his  hands-on  involvement, 
but  enough  --  though  he  left  from  the  location  that  he  was  at 
the  beginning  of  1980,  he  continued  to  run  the  organization. 
He  just  continued  to  run  through  a  different  conduit. 

S:  Now,  so  you  went  through  the  papers  within  your  specific 
area.  Was  this  prior  to  your  being  assigned  to  the  biography 
project? 

G:  No,  this  is  what  the  biography  project  came  out  of. 

Because  in  the  process  of  going  through  my  things  I  was  at 
that  time  responsible  for  the  Household  Unit  at  the  Gilman 
Hot  Springs  property.  One  of  my  juniors  was  responsible  for 
all  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard's  stuff  —  his  personal  effects  which 
were  stored  at  the  Gilman  property.  She  came  to  me  with  a 
box  with  very  old  materials,  very  old  papers,  and  asked  if 
they  should  be  shredded.  I  looked  through  this  stuff  and  saw 
that  it  all  predated  Dianetics  so  thought,  it  should  be  no 
risk  whatsoever.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  his  running  the 
organization.  So,  I  also  saw  that  it  had  great  historical 
value.  When  we  then  began  to  look  over  inventories,  began  to 
go  through  his  stuff  we  uncovered  some  20  boxes  of  similar 
material.  I  knew  that  this  stuff,  what  could  form  the  basis 
for  a  library  and  was  incredibly  valuable  for  its  history  and 


-8- 


just  as  original  documents,  and  that  it  would  form  the  basis 
for  a  biography.  So,  it  was  at  that  time  that  I  petitioned 
Hubbard  to  be  able  to  collect  this  stuff  up  to  preserve  it 
and  to  contract  with  an  outside  writer  to  do  the  biography. 

He  approved  the  petition  in  January  '80.  Then  we 
communicated  another  couple  of  times  before  I  then  did  not 
have  what  was  that  direct  comm  line  to  him,  communication 
line.  We  could  then  no  longer  admit  to  a  communication  line 
to  him.  It  still  was  there  but  we  could  not  use  it  for  fear 
of  civil  litigants  or  the  government  then  being  able  to 
subpeona  him. 

S:  As  he  was  under  a  lot  of  legal  threat. 

G:  Right. 

S:  Domestically,  at  that  time,  right? 

G:  Right. 

J:  Why  would  L.  Ron  Hubbard  be  under  legal  threat? 

G:  Because  he  controlled  the  organization. 

J :  What ' s  wrong  with  that? 

G:  And  because  the  organization  was  involved  in  criminal  and 
tortious  activities. 

S:  I  think  initially  the  church  had,  was  also  under 
tremendous  legal  stress  in  terms  of  people  who  were  filing 
suit  against  the  church  now  for  fraud.  There  were  attempts 
made  to  name  L.  Ron  Hubbard  in  a  suit,  to  actually  serve  him 
or  subpeona  him  which  is  when  he  sort  of  "poof." 

G:  Right. 

S:  Disappeared. 

J:  So  he  disappeared,  he  ran  and  hid. 

G:  Right. 

J:  So,  hiding  is  pretty  down  on  the  tone  scale. 

S:  So  I  hear,  honey. 

J:  But  that's,  that  what  the  great  L.  Ron  Hubbard  was  doing. 
You  were  there  and  that's  what  you  saw. 

G:  Yeah.  I  mean  he  did  hide. 
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J:  I'm  not  trying  —  it's  just  very  difficult,  the  reason  I'm 
saying  it,  it's  very  difficult  for  somebody  who's  in 
Scientology  to  conceive  that  the  great  L.  Ron  Hubbard  whom 
they've  never  met,  that  have  only  heard  these  wonderful 
things  about,  to  even  perceive  or  comprehend  that  this  might 
have  occurred  with  this  man.  How  can  this  man  be  human? 

He's  not  human.  He  was  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  The  reason  that 
we're  doing  this  interview  is  so  that  other  people  can  know. 
It's  very  easy  for  a  non-Scientologist  to  understand  those 
things.  It's  very  difficult  for  a  Scientologist  cause 
Scientologists  don't  get  the  type  of  information  that 
non-Scientologists  get.  And  yet  you  were  there.  You  knew 
him.  You  worked  with  him  for  probably  15  years  or  so. 

G:  I  was  in  the  Sea  Org  for  11  years. 

S:  Gerry,  backing  up  a  bit,  you  saw  him  as  a  fallible  human 
being,  am  I  correct? 

G:  Yeah. 

S:  I  mean  he  had  had  illnesses. 

G:  Right. 

S:  A  great  many  illnesses,  a  few  illnesses? 

G:  Quite  a  few. 

S:  I  know  that  he  had  these  horrendous  allergies  which  when 
we  refer  (sic)  to  them  we  would  be  heavily  reprimanded  and 
corrected  and  told  they  were  not  allergies  they  were 
sensitivities.  (laughs)  You  know  there  was  a  brilliant  way 
of  sort  of  smoothing  over  things. 

G:  Right.  Right.  He  continued  to  wear  clothes  when  he  was 
stark  naked. 

S:  Oh,  yes.  Yes,  of  course. 

G:  And  we  all  did  that  in  our  own  mind,  and  we  all  stopped 
ourselves  from  thinking  critical  thoughts  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard. 
We  really  didn't  do  him  much  of  a  favor  because  he  really  was 
human  in  every  way. 

S:  Yes.  Do  you  feel  that  the  mindset  of  the  group  of  —  all 
of  the  adoration  that  L.  Ron  Hubbard  received,  contributed 
to  his  delusion?  Or  do  you  feel  that  he  imposed  the  delusion 
upon  the  group?  Or  do  you  think  it's  kind  of  50/50? 

G:  There's  no  doubt  that  he  was  in  control.  We  did  not 
control  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  Although  he  could  have  become  the _ 
effect  of  his  own  lust  for  control,  and  his  own  greed  and  his 
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own  avarice,  so  he  created  his  sycophants.  The  effect  of... 
often  of  what  you  create  may  not  be  that  pleasant  so  he  did 
create  his  own  charisma. 

S:  Ok.  So  now  you  contracted  with  Omar  Garrison,  am  I 
correct,  to  do  the  writing  of  this  book  which  you  were 
researching? 

G:  Yeah,  beginning  in  January,  I  collected  up  the  materials 
from  the  Gilman  Hot  Springs  property. 

S:  Several  boxes  of  materials. 

G:  Right. 

J:  This  was  in  '80  or  '81? 

G:  '80,  beginning  of  '80.  Then  shortly  after  that  I  moved 
them  to  Los  Angeles  and  I  began  to  add  to  them.  I  travelled 
around,  travelled  up  and  down  the  west  coast  and  I  bought 
collections,  other  people's  collections  of  Hubbard  materials. 
I  interviewed  a  number  of  people,  his  other  living  relatives. 

J:  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  Jr.? 

G:  Yeah. 

J :  His  ex-wife? 

G:  No.  No,  I  didn't  talk  to  Sara.  I  talked  to  Sara  after 
that  project  was  over. 

J:  His  daughter  Alexis? 

G:  I  spoke  to  her  as  well  some  time  later.  I  spoke  to  his 
living  aunt,  living  uncle. 

J:  That  was  his  [...one  word]. 

G:  Yeah.  It  was  good.  It  was  good.  They  really  saw  him  for 
what  he  was,  as  well.  They  knew  him  in  a  real  manner.  They 
knew  that  he  was  ci y-ay^toryteller . 

S:  Now,  at  this  time  you're^going  around  talking  to  these 
people  and  I  presume  verifying  his  various  degrees  and  his 
education  credentials,  etc.  And  you're  starting  to  see  holes 
in  his  stories,  right?  At  this  point,  it's  still  1980,  are 
you  going,  whoa.  This  guy's  full  of  shit.  Or  are  you  going, 
oh,  something's  wrong  here?  Or  --  I  mean  I  know  so  many 
people  within  the  church,  despite  the  fact  that  these  claims 
and  the  intros  to  these  books  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard's  past,  you 
know,  and  he's  been  killed  three  times  and  come  back  to  life 
and  born  of  a  Virgin  Mother  or  whatever  the  hell  it  is,  they 


consider  that  these  things  aren't  factual.  He  was  a  war 
hero.  He  did  have  these  degrees.  And  that  the  government 
with  a  conspiracy  against  Scientology  has  gone  in  an  altered 
all  this  information.  Do  you  know  what  I  mean?  It's  like, 
to  continue  their  own  delusion  of  what  was  what. 

Now,  at  this  point  in  1980  were  you  still  buying  the  story  or 
would  you  concerned,  you  know,  in  terms  of  the  validity  of 
any  of  that? 

G:  There  were  a  couple  of  steps  in  the  process.  Initially,  I 
just  collected  the  documents.  Then  I  began  to  see 
discrepancies.  Although  I  saw  discrepancies  I  continued  to 
believe  that  what  he  was  writing  about  himself  and  what  he 
had  been  saying  was  true.  And  that  the  discrepancies  could 
be  explained  in  some  manner.  Additionally,  if  there  are  only 
a  couple  of  discrepancies  and  they're  minor  discrepancies, 
who  cares.  But,  through  the  process  of  the  accumulation  of 
the  biographic  archive,  in  my  study  of  them,  I  began  to  see 
that  it  wasn't  just  a  few  isolated  instances  but,  rather, 
that  he  had  —  that  lying  had  been  his  pattern  and  that 
that's  what  was  true  about  him.  What  was  true  about  him  was 
that  he  was  a  liar  and  that  he  appeared  to  think  that  he 
could  lie  with  impunity. 

J:  What  lies  did  you  see  specifically  that  you  could 
enumerate  ‘fe&£e>.  ^ 

G:  The  ones  which  were  significant  to  me  were  the  ones  I 
think  which  had  been  used  to  draw  me  into  the  organization 
and  which  had  kept  me  in  the  organization  for  all  that  time, 
and  they  were  not  just  used  for  that  but  used  to  create  a 
mystic  about  him  which  you  could  not  penetrate,  could  not 
question.  It  was  significant  ones.  If  he  had  been  crippled 
and  blinded  during  the  2nd  World  War.  That  he  had  cured 
himself  with  Dianetics.  That  it  was  a  matter  of  medical 
record  that  he'd  twice  been  pronounced  dead.  That  he  was  a 
nuclear  physicist.  Those,  to  me,  significant 

representations,  I  was  able  to  show  in  his  own  documents, _ not 
the  government's  documents,  the  documents  which  he  maintained 
in  his  own  archive,  that  they  were  false. 

J:  Gerry,  how  did  you  feel  when  this  came  to  light?  I  mean, 
you're  a  loyal  Sea  Org  member.  You  have  worked  for  the  last 
ten  years  as  a  Sea  Org  member  working  night  and  day  very 
hard,  giving  your  all,  complete  dedication,  sometimes . 16 ,  18, 
20  hours  a  day.  How  did  you  feel  when  you  began  to  find 
these  things  out  and  they  began  to  dawn  on  you  that  this  man 
was  a  bigger  liar  than  he  was  a  purveyor  a  truth?  This  must 
have  been  the  devastating  thing  to  go  through.  You  were 
loyal.  There  was  probably  no  person  any  more  loyal  than  you. 
You  were  one  of  the  loyal  Sea  Org  members. 
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G:  Well,  it  was  initially  like  I  say,  I  just  noted  the 
discrepancies  and  carried  on  with  my  work.  There  came  a  time 
when  my  mind  began  to  open.  I  began  to  see,  and  I  began  to 
question.  That  period  of  time  was  also  a  period  of  great 
confusion.  There  was  also  a  period  of  time  of  some  lonliness 
because  there  really  was  no  one  to  talk  to  because  I  couldn't 
go  to  someone  with  a  critical  thought.  I  could  not  —  you 
could  not  talk  and  say  the  things  that  I  had  to  say  inside 
the  organization. 

Then  there  came  a  period  of  time  in  the  fall  of  1980.  I 
actually  had  tried  a  couple  of  times.  I'd  gone  to  Laurel 
with  some  discrepancies,  cause  Laurel  had  been  his  public 
relations  officer  for  many  years.  She  knew  the  story.  I  was 
saying,  "Laurel,  this  isn't  true.  We  can't  say  that."  Well 
she  got  really  angry  at  me  and  silenced  me.  So  I  learned  to 
not  say  anything. 

But  there  were  a  couple  of  points.  One  of  them  was 
contracting  with  Omar  Garrison.  Garrison  had  a  couple  of 
very  pro-Scientology  books  prior  to  my  coming  on  the  scene 
although  he  was  not  a  Scientologist.. 

S:  He  was  a  huge  ally  of  the  church,  in  fact  I... 

G:  He  was  a  huge  ally  so  again  even  with  Garrison  I  couldn't 
just  say,  "Hey,  Omar,  you  know,  check  this  out." 

S:  I've  connected  the  dots  and  it's  scary. 

G:  Right.  Now,  it  was  a  gradual  thing  with  him,  too.  I 
would  give  him  material  and  then  we'd  talk  about  it. 

Gradually  I  began  to  see  that  Omar  understood,  and  Omar  was 
an  ally  of  mine,  so  we  began  to  be  able  to  talk  freely.  And 
that  was  another  key  to  my  getting  out  of  the  organization^  V* 
J Spending  a  lot  of  time  with  him,  with  his  wife,  travelling 
around  the  country  in  different  situations  outside  the 
organization.  And  then  going  back  into  the  organization  and 
having  that  comparison  all  the  time  where  you  do,  having  the 
knowledge  that  I  had,  going  into  the  organization  and  seeing 
the  craziness  inside  and  then  going  out  of  the  organization 
and  seeing  the  representations  the  organization  was  making 
about  the  outside  was  another  aspect  of  the  big  lie  which  was 
being  run  on  us. 

Toward  the  end  of  my  existence  inside  the  organization,  and 
also  as  I  learned  more  I  became,  I  guess,  braver  and  braver 
and  braver.  You  know,  willing  to  stand  up  —  it  didn't 
matter  any  more.  You  know,  you  want  to  kick  me  out  of  this 
organization?  See  you  later. 

But  I  was  still  there,  still  dedicated,  so  I  developed 
something  of  a  cause  during  my  last  few  months  inside  the 
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organization  of  attempting  to  get  the  organization  —  and  of 
course,  I  knew  it  would  get  to  Hubbard  and  it  was  sort  o^a 
challenge  to  him,  but  initially  to  get  the  organization  to 
change  what  it  was  saying. 


S:  I  remember  that  part  very  well. 


G;  1  critiqued  a  number  of  the  dust  jacket  material  and  the 
About  the  Author"  sections  of  the  various  books,  and  we'd  go 
through  them  and  line  by  line  say,  "This  isn't  true,  this 
isn't  true."  Here  are  the  facts."  This  we  don't  know.  We 
can't  document  that.  It  sounds  like  bullshit  to  me.  So  I 
did  that  with  a  number  of  pieces.  And  I  think  it  actually 
had  a  good  effect  up  to  a  certain  point,  because  they  did 
actually  change  them  and  tone  down  some  of  the  hyperbole. 


S:  Now,  didn't  at  that  point  you  also  feel  —  this  is  per  my 
recollection  cause  I  was  a  PR  at  that  time  and  worked  pretty 
close  with  Laurel  and _ —  didn't  you  feel  that  despite  the 
fabrications  and  despite  the  inconsistencies  that  there  was 
still  value  to  Hubbard?  I  think  I  recalled  something  about, 

. that  we  could  still  do  a  biography  and  just  make 
it  truthful  and  still..."  —  because  LRH  had  contributed  so 
much,  to  still  a  truthful  thing,  and  his  contributions  would 
stand  on  their  own.  You  didn't  need  all  this  fabrication. 
And  you  sort  of  had  platformed  this  campaign,  right,  where 
you  went  over  like  a  pregnant  polevaulter. . . 


G:  Right. 


S :  ...  as  I  recall . 


G:  It  really,  I  think,  ran  his  accomplishments  and  the 
technology  will  have  to  stand  on  its  own.  If  it's  going  to 
stand,  it  has  to  stand  on  its  own.  We  can't  hold  it  up  with 
lies.  That's  the  way  I  still  feel  about  it  and  I  think  it 
has  fallen  on  its  own.  I  don't  think  that  it's  workable  and 
I  think  that  it|s  an  enforced  technology.  But  that's 
sometime  later  in  my  development. 

S:  Now,  by  this  time,  you  and  Terry  were  no  longer  married 
and  you  had  remarried  to  Joyce  Brown. 

G:  Right. 

S:  Was  your  relationship  with  your  wife  at  this  time,  where 
you  were  very  vulnerable  and  feeling  alone,  was  that  any 
solace  to  you? 

G:  Yeah.  She  came  along  in. . . 

S:  Another  catch,  dude.  I  mean  she  was  such  a  doll-babv.  is 
such  a  doll-baby. 
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G:  Yeah,  she's  a  sweetheart.  Initially,  I'm  working  away  on 
the  biography  project  and  she's  up  there  in  SMI,  Scientology 
Missions  International.  And  we  connect.  And  you  know  what  a 
Sea  Org  romance  is  like,  you  know.  "Hey,  gotta  a  weekend 
free,  let's  drive  down  to  Tijuana  and  get  married."  You  know 
it  s  that  kind  of  a  thing.  I  think  I  drove  her  down  one  week 
and  got  her  a  divorce  and  the  next  week  got  her  --  married 
her,  sort  of. 


She  was  in  much  the  same  situation  as  I  was  in,  that  if 
you're  free  to  talk  to  anyone  inside  the  organization  then, 

for  one  thing,  the  organization  wouldn't  be  Scientology  _ if 

people  were  free  to  talk  it  wouldn't  be  Scientology  because 
that  s  the  essence  of  Scientology  is  this  lack  of  freedom. 

We  at  one  point  came  to  this  realization  that  we  could  talk. 
So,  just  toward  the  end  of  our  being  inside  the  organization 
we  formed  something  of  a  conspiracy  of  two.  So,  knowing  what 
we  knew,  and  once  I  knew  that  I  could  talk  to  her  and  what 
she  knew  is  she  could  talk  to  me,  and  we  formed  this  little 
conspiracy... 

J:  It  really  wasn't  a  conspiracy  though.  It  was  open,  honest 
communication. 


S:  Between  a  husband  and  wife. 

G:  Right,  open  and  honest  between  us,  but  .... 

S:  But  within  the  organization  it  would  have  been  a 
conspiracy. 

G:  ...but  conspiring  to  not  let  the  organization  know  because 
they  say  you  must  talk  open  and  freely  to  this  sec  checker 
kut  you  can't  talk  open  and  freely  to  your  spouse. 

S:  What? 


G:  That's  the . organizational  paragon.  So  we  violated  that 
because  when  it  came  to  sec  checking  it  was  —  I  mean  she  had 
to  go  through  a  sec  check  toward  the  end  of  our  Sea  Org 
experience  and  by  that  time,  I  mean,  once  you  know  that  the 
whole  thing  is  a  scam,  anybody  can  con  a  sec  checker,  because 
you  have  a  certain  altitude.  Go  ahead  and  ask  a  question.  I 
don't  care. 


S :  That ' s  right . 

G.  You  know,  it  doesn't  read.  There's  no  more  belief  in  that 
meter.  It's  just  a  pack  of  garbage. 

J:  Are  you  saying  that  the  E-Meter  is  not  100%  effective? 
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G:  The  E-merer  is  at  best  a  worthless,  anti-religious 
artifact . 

J :  Thank  you. 

S:  [...phrase],  honey,  give  it  to  us  straight,  ok?  I  mean, 
you  know,  enough  of  this  pussyfooting  around  stuff. 

J:  You  feel  pretty  strongly  about  that,  don't  you  Jerry? 

S:  Yeah. 

G:  No,  it's  a  irrelevant.  It  has  no  meaning.  It  has  no 
value  whatsoever.  I  did  this... 

J:  The  value  that  it  has  is  the  value  that  the  person  holding 
the  cans  has . . . 

S:  Infuses  into  it  [..phrase], 

J:  Yeah,  places  upon  it  because  of  what  he's  been  told  or 
shown . 

G:  That's  not  the  value.  There  may  be  some  value  in 
answering  questions.  There  may  be  some  value  of  looking  into 
one's  mind. 

J:  I  agree  with  what  you're  saying.  I  don't  disag..  I'm 
saying  the  value  that  it  has  to  the  organization,  not  to  the 
person. 

G:  Oh,  yes.  It  has  the  same  kind  of  value  that  thumbscrews 
had  in  another  era. 

J:  Yeah. 

S:  Now,  Gerry,  when  you  had  all  those  documents  and  you  had 
these  boxes,  did  you  not  come  across  a  lot  of  evidence  in 
terms  of  not  only  inconsistencies  in  the  fabrications  that  L. 
Ron  Hubbard  had  presented  to  Scientology  as  a  whole,  but  also 
things  that  made  his  past  actually  questionable  in  terms  of 
maybe  alcoholism  or  drug  use  or  things  that  you  came  across 
that  not  only  show  him  as  someone  who's  made  up  these  [...one 
word] ,  but  showed  a  quite  —  I  imagine  was  the  antithesis  of 
what  had  been  presented. 

G:  Yeah.  Yeah. 

S:  Tell  us  about  that. 

G:  I  began  to  see  that  his  drug  of  choice  in  his  later  years 
were  steroids.  He  dosed  himself  with  massive  doses  of 
testosterone.  I  remain  convinced  that  that  is  what  he  used 
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to  keep  an  edge  on  his  belligerence. 

S:  Interesting. 

J:  How  did  you  come  to  find  that  out? 

G:  From  his  own  writings. 

J:  Is  there  any  way  that  we  could  look  at  those  writings? 

G:  I  don't  know  of  any  way  of  getting  to  them  at  this  time. 

J:  Why?  I  know  it's  a  simple  question,  but  why? 

G:  Because  the  organization  will  not  disgorge  the  true 
information  which  it  has  on  Hubbard. 

S:  Do  you  think  they've  kept  that  information  or  do  you  think 
they've  destroyed  the  information? 

G:  Both.  So  that  there  is  certain  aspects  of  what  they've 
done  and  the  criminal  activity  that  they're  involved  in  which 
they  maintain.  There 're  certain  aspects  of  it  which  they 
destroy. 

J:  When  you  say  the  criminal  activity  they're  involved  in, 
you're  saying  that  the  majority  of  Scientologists  have  any 
idea  that  that's  going  on? 

S:  The  current  Scientologists? 

J:  Yeah. 


G:  No. 


S:  Of  course  not. 

J :  Then? 

G:  When  you  talk  about  the  majority  —  the  people  at  the  top 
know. 

J:  Like  David  Miscavige  and  Norman  Starkey  and... 

G:  Yeah,  and  Gene  Ingram?  Sure.  The  people  who  control 
Scientology.  And  the  lawyers.  Oh,  yeah,  the  Earle  Cooleys 
of  the  world?  Sure.  They  absolutely  know  that  they're 
involved  in  criminal  activity  designed  to  destroy  civil 
rights  of  the  members  of  the  organization  and  the  lives  of 
anyone  they  perceive  as  enemys. 

J:  Can  you  give  me  two  examples  of  civil  rights  that 
Scientology  has  violated? 
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G:  Freedom  of  association,  freedom  of  speech,  freedom  of 
religion. 

S:  Just  to  name  a  few,  honey. 

J:  Ok.  Yeah.  I  mean,  thanks  because... 

S:  Gerry,  you  should  go  on. 

J:  That  sort  of  thing  I  think  is  important.  Most  people 
don't  realize  that  that's  what's  going  on.  Most  people  have 
no  idea  that  that's  going  on.  Did  you  feel  like  you  were 
manipulated  while  you  were  in  there? 

G:  While  I  was  in  there  I  don't  recall  that  the  subject  of 
manipulation  crossed  my  mind.  I  don't  think  I  could  have 
allowed  myself  to  think  that  I  was  being  manipulated. 

J:  Did  you  in  fact  feel  that  way? 

G:  I  felt  absolutely  controlled.  But  my  understanding  of  the 
manipulation,  the  coercion,  comes  later. 

J:  After  one  pulls  back  and  views  it  from  the  outside. 

G:  Yeah,  well,  I  mean,  technically  I  was  inside  but  I  had 
really  begun  to  deprogram  myself  and  so. . . 

J:  Did  you  tie  yourself  up?  I  mean  we  all  know  about 
deprogrammings.  You  get  tied  up,  and  [...phrase] 

S:  ...  sexually  molest  yourself. 

J:  Did  you  tie  yourself  up  and  sexually  molest  yourself? 

G:  Oh,  I  mean,  deprogramming  has  to  do  with  that  subject  of 
manipulation.  While  you're  programmed  you  don't  know  that 
you  are  being  manipulated.  When  you're  deprogrammed  you 
realize  that  you  have  been  manipulated. 

J:  So  in  order  to  be  deprogrammed,  one  has  to  be  programmed. 
G:  Yeah. 

J:  Deprogramming  doesn't  work  on  somebody  who  hasn't  been 
programmed . 

G:  I  would  think  that's  true. 

J:  Yeah.  I  would  think  so  too. 

G:  Accepting  the  word  and  the  definition. 
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J i  When  did  you  leave? 

G:  December  '81. 

J :  Why? 

G:  It  was  time  to  go.  (laughter) 

J:  Would  you  tell  me  a  little  bit  more  about  that.  I  mean  I 
believe  what  you're  saying  but  not  everybody  knows  the 

intTrlTtlaSt°ry-  1  think  3  lot  of  lost  ^ 

?rio£'toWthit  1  thS  P°int  1  guess  a  oouPle  weeks 

prior  to  that.  I  had  been  very  vocal  on  the  subi^rt  n-p  +-v,^ 
lies,  Hubbard's  lies,  the  organization's  fiJs  and  ?Se 
organization's  activities.  My  vocalness  had  come  to  the 

^  ;n™t°n’°r  N°rman  Starke^  Norman  Starkey  at  ?ha?  time  was 
°P.  3  mission  operated  by  David  Miscavige,  the  purpose  of 

which  was  to  take  care  of  Hubbard's  legal  problems  s!  Sat  he 
could  come  out  of  hiding.  Starkey  one  day  came  iStS  m^rea 
Hubbard  archives  area,  and  we  had  a  conversation.  He  LSulId 

f®  ' °fHsayin?  thll?!s  about  Hubbard  which  were  untrue  One  If 
the  things  he  said  was,  Hubbard  —  he  wanted  Starkev  warvt-o^ 

thVRS  thr°U5h  the  with  Srlating  th|yiies  d' 

which  I  have  documented,  y 

hafn ' t  bhat  kappened  to  a  large  extent?  David,  Lizzie 

happenedeto”he°wholeeSing?fbuim?heJ  toS^tS^al^that  th 


G:  But  they  weren't  around  in  1950  and  1952  and  1965... 

S:  No,  but  they  were  the  ones  who  —  they  had  written  down 
the  bi°graphical  information  on  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  how  it  was 
dictated  to  them  by  L.  Ron  Hubbard,  per  my  reject Ion 

G:  But  they  were  not  there.  If  you  look  at  —  what's  the 
£°°k  °n  ‘ ,sentence]  the  nuclear  physicist's  book-- 

Laur““?r?he?e?UClear  physicist'  wasn't  therL  ’ 

S:  That's  true.  That's  so  true. 

?ho=2W„Can,y°U  say  1  mean'  it,s  like  one  thing  to  make 
thoee  people  scape  goats,  but  those  people  weren't  there  in 

56.  Laurel  wasn't  old  enough  to  be  there  in  '56.  She  was 
m  our  generation.  I  mean,  you  know,  we're  the  60 's.  We're 


the  baby  boomers. 

S:  Lizzie  certainly  wasn't  there,  either. 

G:  Anyway,  what  I  did  was  showed  Starkey  in  Hubbard's 
handwriting  where  he  had  called  himself  a  nuclear  physicist 
and  Starkey  just  went  silent  and  stormed  out.  A  short  time 
later  I  was  called  down  to  Gilman  Hot  Springs. 

J:  Do  you  think  he  had  a  major  ARC  break? 

G:  No,  I  think  that  he  recognized  that  everything  that  he  had 
put  his  life  into  for  so  many  years  and  had  done  so  many 
rotten  things  and  attacked  so  many  people  in  defense  of  it 
that  he  saw  that  that  hung  in  the  balance  and  he  had  to  go 
one  way  or  another.  So  he  chose  to  close  his  mind.  He  wrote 
to  one  of  the  executives  of  Gilman  Hot  Springs  and  requested 
that  I  be  sec  checked. 

J:  This  is  the  Golden  Ere  Studios,  or  Golden  Era  Studios. 

G:  Right,  but  at  that  time  —  I'm  not  sure  what  it  is  now. 

S:  No,  cause  it's  at  Gilman's. 

G:  CMO  headquarters. . . 

S:  This  is  at  [...one  word]. 

G:  No,  this  is  Gilman. 

S:  Oh,  this  is  Gilman,  ok. 

G:  Yeah,  this  is  —  CMO  headquarters,  in  any  case.  So  I  was 
called  to  Gilman  and  I  spoke  to  Cirrus  Slepp.  She  asked  me 
about  —  she  actually  showed  me  Starkey's  report  on  me.  I 
said  that  I  —  I  was  quite  open  with  her. 

S:  Now  Starkey  reported  that  you  had  fabricated  this 
information? 

G:  No,  Starkey  reported  that  I  was  criticizing  Hubbard  and  he 
wanted  to  find  out  what  I  had  been  saying  and  what  documents 
I  had  been  giving  to  Omar  Garrison  because  I'm  working 
closely  with  Garrison,  and  if  I'm  giving  Garrison  documents 
showing  that  L.  Ron  Hubbard  claimed  to  be  a  nuclear 
physicist  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard  lied  about  being  a  nuclear 
physicist  and  Starkey  knew  about  many  more  lies... 

J:  The  cat  would  be  out  of  the  bag. 

G:  Right.  So  he  wanted  —  they  wanted  to  keep  a  lid  on  it. 
Cause  his  job,  of  course,  is  to  continue  the  myth  of  L.  Ron 


-21- 


J:  You  left  in  '81. 

G:  Right. 

J:  You  were  sued  in  '84. 

G:  '82. 

J:  '82. 

S:  Jerry? 

J:  You  went  to  trial  in  '84. 

G:  Right. 

S:  We  should  just  think  this  out,  because... 

J :  We  will . 

S:  Ok,  I  [...one  word]  started... 

J:  We  will.  But,  I  just  want  to  get  this  on  here.  They  lost 
the  suit  against  you. 

G:  Right. 

J:  In  '86. 

S:  Big  time. 

J:  In  '86.  They  sued  you  in  '82.  Went  to  trial  in  '84.  In 
'86  they  settled  out  of  court  with  you. 

G:  Right. 

J:  For  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars,  if  my  sources  are 
correct,  and  you  don't  need  to  verify  ...  or  hints  at  all,  if 
you  can  let  us  —  if  you  want  to,  it's  fine.  There's  no 
reason  to  give  anything.  If  my  sources  have  been  correct  you 
got  $800,000.  You  —  Scientology  paid  you  $800,000  because 
you  knew  the  truth  about  L.  Ron  Hubbard.  You  knew  the 
truth.  And  you've  been  harrassed  and  followed.  You've  been 
lied  about.  You've  had  people  watch  you  24  hours  a  day  for 
weeks  on  end.  You've  had  to  go  through  extreme  mental 
pressure  today,  yesterday,  even.  Gene  Ingram  says  things  to 
you  like,  "Gosh,  Gerry,  you  look  like  you  have  AIDS,"  when  in 
fact  you're  a  very  healthy  person  and  you're  a  marathon 
runner.  It's... 

G:  Right. 

J:  Gentlemen  in  sight,  but,  these  other  things  they're  doing. 
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G:  Right. 

J:  These  guys  are  still  harrassing  you. 

G:  Right. 

J:  And  you  were  a  loyal,  loyal,  Sea  Org  member.  Never  in 
your  wildest  dreams  did  you  think,  when  you  got  into 
Scientology,  you  dedicated  your  life  to  this,  if  ever  they 
had  put  you  in  this  position. 

G:  Right. 

J:  Thanks.  Can  we  continue  this? 

G:  Yeah. 

J :  Thanks . 

G:  Thank  you. 

[RESUME  TAPING] 

S:  Gerry,  you  left  in  '81. 

G:  Right,  December  '81. 

S:  Can  you  tell  me  what  led  up  to  your  departure  from 
Scientology? 

G:  Sure.  I  had  come  to  the  conclusion  at  the  end  of  '81  that 
the  organization  was  not  going  to  reform  its  ways,  it  was  not 
going  to  correct  the  lies  L.  Ron  Hubbard  had  told  about 
himself.  L.  Ron  Hubbard  was  not  going  to  correct  the  lies 
he'd  been  telling  about  himself.  The  organization  was  not 
going  to  change  its  --  what  I  considered  —  criminal  and 
anti-social  behavior.  I  knew  that  my  days  were  numbered, 
that  I  could  not  continue  to  be  in  the  organization  taking 
the  stand  that  I  had  been  taking,  being  vocal  on  the  subject 
of  Hubbard's  lies.  So  I  really  was  faced  with  only  one 
choice  to  make  and  that  was  to  leave.  So,  I  carefully, 
cautiously,  and  over  a  period  of  a  week  or  ten  days  removed 
my  few  belongings  and  my  wife's  few  belongings  out  of  the 
building  and  cleaned  our  living  space  before  we  left.  Left  a 
few  pieces  of  Sea  Org  uniform  that  I  had,  and  we  drove  away. 

S:  I  see.  Now  didn't  you  at  this  time  do  something  rather 
brazen  which  is  like  —  didn't  you  keep  some  of  the 
documentation  for  some  period  of  time  and  send  copies  to  the 
church  or  vice  versa  kept  copies  and  sent  stuff  back  to  the 
church? 
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G:  No. 


S:  No? 

G:  No,  I  didn't.  I  worked  very  diligently  and  my  wife  Joyce 

—  and  Jocyln  --  worked  very  diligently  for  the  last  couple 
of  weeks  copying  whatever  we  could  copy  of  the  documents 
which  I  had  in  archives,  many  of  which  I  had  already  copied 
and  already  provided  to  Omar  Garrison,  but  I  was  dedicated  to 
Garrison.  I  sensed,  or  knew,  that  whoever  took  over  the 
biography  project  after  I  left,  and  I  assumed  it  was  going  to 
be  Vaughn  Young,  because  he'd  been  working  with  me  on  the 
project  at  that  time  and  it  was  my  expectation  that  he  was 
going  to  take  over  the  project,  that  the  organization  once  I 
left  would  not  allow  Garrison  the  access  to  the  materials 
that  I  had  so  my  dedication  to  him,  my  dedication  to  the_ 
biography  project  and  my  dedication  to  the  attempt  to  bring 
to  light  the  truth  brought  me  to  copy  everything  I  could,  and 
what  I  couldn't  copy  and  all  the  copies  that  I  had  remaining, 
I  took  to  Garrison  at  the  end.  So  I  provided  them  to 
Garrison  and  then  Joyce  and  I  drove  up  to  Canada.  At  that 
time  we  were  completely  documentless.  I  did  not  have  any 
documents.  Didn't  do  anything  with  the  documents  for  a 
period  of  time. 

There  came  a  time  some  months  later  because  I  began  to  work 
for  Garrison  outside  the  organization  that  I,  at  his  request, 
copied  a  loo  of  the  copies  which  I  had  given  to  him  because 
he  wanted  to  set  up  a  separate  archives  because  he  felt  that 
the  organization  was  going  to  burglarize  his  place  and  steal 
the  materials  that  I  had  provided  to  him. 

So,  that  second  set  of  materials  was  what  I  again  provided  to 
Mike  Flynn,  or  sent  to  Mike  Flynn,  after  I  knew  that  the  war 
with  the  organization  had  started  the  spring  of  1982. 

So,  the  organization's  claim  that  I  stole  all  these  documents 

—  that's  simply  not  true.  I  was  under  contract  to  provide 
the  documents  that  I  could  to  Garrison  and  I  performed 
pursuant  to  that  contract.  It  was  only  as  a  result  of  the 
organization's  declaring  me  an  enemy  —  I  knew  that  I  was 
then  fair  game.  I  knew  that  the  battle  had  been  engaged. _  I 
took  it  as  what  was  the  only  sane  thing  to  do.  Anticipating 
a  legal  battle.  In  fact  I  was  told  to  get  a  lawyer.  I  did. 

I  got  Mike  Flynn. 

S:  So,  then,  how  did  it  progress  from  that  point,  the  legal 
battle? 

G:  Through  the  late  spring  of  '82  and  into  the  summer  I 
provided  sets  of  documents  as  I  was  able  to  get  them  from 
Garrison  and  copy  them.  I  sent  them  to  Mike  Flynn.  Some  of 
the  documents  that  I  sent  were  some  of  the  originals  which  I 
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had  provided  to  Garrison. 

Some  of  the  originals  I  provided  to  Garrison  because  he 
needed,  or,  we  felt,  that  it  was  very  good  to  have  originals 
because  he  was  considering  including  copies,  photographs  of 
the  original  documents  in  the  biography,  some  of  the  things 
which  were  in  Hubbard's  handwriting  and  on  the  original  paper 
would  have  been  great  included  in  the  biography.  So  some  of 
them  he  had  for  that  reason.  Some  of  them  he  had  because  I 
just  didn't  have  time  to  copy  them.  It  was  our  intention 
that  Garrison  would  copy  them  and  he'd  provide  —  give  the 
originals  back  to  the  organization. 

But  some  of  the  documents  were  originals,  but  most  of  them 
were  copies  which  I  provided  to  Flynn. 

S:  Now  up  to  this  point  Mr.  Garrison  had  been,  as  you'd 
stated  before,  an  ally  of  the  church.  Did  he  also  —  was  he 
becoming  disillusioned  with  all  this  newly  discovered 
information? 

G:  I  think  he  was  —  he  wasn't  probably  as  illusioned  as  I 
thought  he  was.  He  really  was  an  intelligent  man  living  on 
the  outside  of  Scientology,  and  had  provided  as  a  writer 
service  for  them  in  doing  the  books  that  he'd  done.  But  he 
thought  his  own  thoughts  and  he  was  independent  of 
Scientology.  And  he  is  a  —  he's  a  fighter  in  his  own  way, 

so  he  had  already  had  his  own  battles  with  Scientology  just 

to  arrive  at  the  products  that  he'd  done. 

So  it  came  to  him  as  really  no  surprise.  It  was  a  surprise 

to  me  that  it  was  no  surprise  to  him.  He  was  pretty  real 

about  the  whole  thing.  But,  he  did  begin  to  understand  that 
he  had  possession  of  very  sensitive  documents  and  that  the 
organization  would  then  consider  him,  if  not  an  enemy, 
certainly  a  major  security  threat  in  that  he  possessed  these 
very  sensitive  documents. 

S:  So,  you  went  to  court.  The  Church  filed  suit  against  you, 
am  I  correct? 

G:  Yeah.  August  '82. 

S:  You  countersued. 

G:  Right. 

S:  This  was  a  big  suit.  I  mean  this  was  well  covered  in  the 
LA  Times.  This  was  a  very  big,  visible  suit.  Can  you  tell 
me  how  that  progressed  and  what  the  outcome  was?  Who  all  was 
involved? 

G:  Sure.  They  sued  me  in  August  of  1982  seeking  to  recover 
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the  documents  which  I  had  sent  to  Mike  Flynn,  and  seeking 
damages.  The  causes  of  action  were  conversion.  They 
considered  that  my  providing  —  initially  they  claimed  that 
my  providing  the  documents  to  Omar  Garrison  was  conversion 
because  they  did  not  know  at  that  point  that  I  had  retained  a 
copy  of  the  contract  to  show  that  Garrison  legitimately  had 
the  documents  and  that  I  legitimately  had  given  Garrison  the 
documents . 

I  defended  the  suit  initially  by  stating  that  the  documents 
were  not  the  organization's  documents  but  were  L.  Ron 
Hubbard's  documents  and  L.  Ron  Hubbard  should  bring  the 
lawsuit  but  L.  Ron  Hubbard  would  not  come  out  of  hiding,  and 
he  was  afraid  to  come  into  court.  So  then  Mary  Sue  Hubbard 
intervened  on  his  behalf.  She  claimed  a  proprietary  interest 
in  the  documents. 

That  was  the  initial  stage  of  the  lawsuit.  The  judge  in 
Superior  Court  —  I  think  it  was  Judge  Coale,  then  ordered 
the  documents  which  I  had  provided  to  Mike  Flynn  and  to  my 
other  lawyers  [...two  names]  in  Woodland  Hills  —  he  ordered 
those  documents  be  delivered  to  the  court  and  they  stayed  in 
the  possession  of  the  court  through  the  lawsuit,  through  the 
pendency  of  the  lawsuit  up  until  the  time  of  settlement  which 
was  December  1986. 

So,  they  initially  sued  me,  and  then  I  filed  a  counterclaim 
for  the  intentional  infliction  of  emotional  distress  and  for 
fraud.  That  then,  the  two  cases  were  bifurcated  —  they  were 
split  apart  so  that  initially  all  that  got  tried  at  my  trial, 
the  Breckenridge  trial  in  the  spring  of  1984  was  their 
lawsuit  against  me.  Out  of  that  came  the  famous  Breckenridge 
decision  in  which  he  found  that  because  of  my  knowledge  of 
fair  game,  of  organization  intelligence  operations  and  of  the 
fraud  of  L.  Ron  Hubbard  that  I  was  justified  in  going  to 
Garrison,  getting  the  documents  that  I  knew  about  and  sending 
them  to  my  lawyer.  That  was  the  result  of  that  trial. 

My  case  against  them. . . 

S:  Was  that  a  jury  trial? 

G:  No,  judge  trial  [...one  word].  My  case  against  them  did 
not  go  to  trial  because  that  was  settled.  It  was  scheduled 
to  go  to  trial.  At  one  time  in  December  of  '86,  then  in 
early  1987.  In  large  part  because  it  was  scheduled  to  go  to 
trial  the  organization  settled  it. 

S:  Now  I  know  a  lot  of  other  executives  at  the  time  sort  of 
--  I  wouldn't  say  rallied  around  you,  but,  came  to  witness 
against  the  Church  during  this  time. 


G:  Right. 
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S:  And  that  was  a  big  thing  at  the  time  because  these  were 
some  of  the  senior  most  executives  of  the  church. 

G:  Uh  huh.  Laurel  Sullivan  who'd  been  Hubbard's  public 
relations  officer  and  whose  history  went  back  with  him 
through  the  Sea  Org.  Bill  —  sorry,  Bill  Franks  wasn't 
there.  Homer  Schomer.  Eddie  Walters. 

S:  Kima,  didn't  Kima. . 

G:  Kima  testified.  Nancy  Dincalci.  So  a  number  of  them 
were,  really  my  friends.  People  who  I'd  known  inside  the 
organization  and  outside  the  organization.  A  group  of 
friends  who  were  quite  close  to  me  and  who  had  the  courage  to 
come  forward  and  testify. 

S:  That's  great.  Now,  your  suit  settled  and  —  bring  us  up 
to  date  to  this  point  as  well  as  how  you  feel  retrospectively 
about  the  whole  situation,  what  you  would  like  to  do  now,  are 
you  under  a  gag  order  presently?  Are  you  not? 

G:  I'll  give  you  the  answer. 


S :  Ok. 

G:  From  1984  after  the  Breckenridge  decision  there  were  a 
series  of  events  —  operations  that  the  organization  mounted 
against  me  to  compromise  me,  to  set  me  up,  to  get  me  charged 
with  false  criminal  charges,  any  number  of  things.  The 
onslaught . . . 

S:  1984,  that  was  during  the  trial  —  during  your  case  or 
prior  to  your  case  or  after  your  case? 

G:  They  began  before  —  in  1982  they  had  Pis  on  me,  I  was 
assaulted,  I  was  driven  into.  They  tried  to  get  me  in  a 
highway  accident.  They  harrassed  me  day  and  night  for  well 
over  a  month.  As  a  result  of  the  court's  commenting  about 
this  kind  of  activity,  they  backed  off.  They  kept  up  the 
legal  onslaught  and  they  deposed  me  in  any  number  of  cases 
and  within  my  own  case.  They  ran  operations  against  me. 

It  was  really  after  my  trial  in  1984  when  they  escalated  the 
war.  They  sent  around  my  friend  Dan  Sherman.  You  may  know 
him.  I  liked  Dan.  We  were  really  close.  We  hung  out  a  lot. 
But  the  whole  thing  was  an  operation  to  get  Dan  close  to  me 
so  that  I  could  be  set  up.  What  they  tried  to  do  through  Dan 
was  to  convey  to  me  the  idea  that  there  was  a  group  of  people 
inside  the  organization  who  wanted  to  reform  it,  who  wanted 
to  get  rid  of  the  criminal  element  at  the  top  of  the 
organization  and  have  it  revert  to  its  pre-Guardian's  Office, 
pre-criminal  days.  Get  rid  of  the  criminality. 
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S:  Now,  so  at  this  point,  were  you  supportive  of  that  effort, 
on  Danny's  part? 

G:  Well,  at  first  all  it  was  was  him  telling  me  that  there 
was  this  group  of  people  and  then  he  would  send  me  messages 
from  them.  Then  gradually  I  built  up  a  relationship  with 
them.  These  people  claimed  to  be  a  core  group  of  35  people 
inside  the  organization  who  were  working  covertly  because  of 
their  fear  that  should  it  become  known  that  they  wanted  to 
reform  the  organization  they  said  they  were  afraid  for  their 
lives . 

S:  So  at  this  point  despite  everything  you  knew  about  Hubbard 
you  must  have  had  some  faith  in  the  technology  of 
Scientology.  Or  am  I  wrong?  Am  I  mistaken?  I  mean  if  you 
thought  well  we  can  restore  this  organization  to  its  original 
intention  to  be,  you  know,  this  may  be  * 

GA:  No.  No,  it's  more  like  downstairs  here  there  could  be 
any  number  of  Catholics,  Protestants,  Jews  or  whatever,  but 
(inaud)  my  support  to  causes  they're  involved  in.  It's  that 
sort  of  way.  I  did  not  consider  myself  a  Scientologist,  but, 
if  Scientologists  want  to  continue  to  be  Scientologists  and 
at  the  same  time  clean  up  the  criminal  element  in  the 
organization  I  can  support  that  without  myself  being  a 
Scientologist.  So  I  supported  their  intention  of  reforming 
the  organization.  I  didn't  know  who  they  were.  I'd  never 
spoken  to  them  so  it  was  sort  of  a  support  from  a  distance  — 
there  was  nothing  to  do.  He  was  relaying  this  information  to 
me . 

Then  they  initiated  a  dialogue  with  me.  They  wanted  to 
communicate  with  me.  They  would  send  messages  via  Dan,  the 
message  than  they  really  respected  me  for  what  I  did,  the 
integrity  that  I  showed  during  the  trial,  and  so  on.  Like  on 
a  phone  call  one  night  from  one  of  these  guys  just  after  the 
trial  and  just  the  day  before  I  was  to  fly  to  London  to 
testify  in  a  child  custody  case,  the  one  that  Jolly  West 
quoted  from  today,  the  Latey  decision  came  out  of  that  trial. 
I  went  over  there  to  testify.  Well  the  night  before  I 
received  a  telephone  call  from  one  of  these  people  claiming 
to  be  one  of  the  35  Loyalists.  He  said,  "We  can  get  your  pc 
folders.  We  know  you  want  your  pc  folders.  We  can  get  them 
for  you."  "Oh,  ok.  What  do  I  have  to  do?"  "Oh,  well  you'll 
have  to  drive  to  a  certain  place  in  Los  Angeles..." 

S :  [ . . . phrase] 

G:  No,  this  was  a  different  —  I  never  went,  I  never  bit.  I 
never  rose  ro  the  bait  on  that  occasion.  I  said,  "Well,  to 
me  this  could  be  construed  as  accepting  stolen  property  and 
it  also  could  be  an  attempt  to  stop  me,  because  of  the  times 
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that  were  involved,  to  stop  me  from  flying  to  London,  cause 
they  did  net  want  me  testifying  in  the  trial.  I  said,  "As 
much  as  I'd  like  the  pc  folders  I  can't  do  it."  In  any  case  I 
flew  to  London  to  testify.  There,  in  London,  I  was  harrassed 
at  Heathrow  Airport  by  private  investigators.  They,  in  fact, 
wrote  sworn  affidavits  that  I  was  observed  passing  sealed 
documents  to  a  bearded  Arab  in  the  Old  Cock  Tavern,  pardon 
me,  on  a  particular  Tuesday  night.  I  had  in  fact  been  at  the 
Old  Cock  Tavern  for  lunch  on  the  day  previous  but  I  was  not 
there  on  Tuesday  night.  The  whole  thing  was  concocted,  but 
that's  true  to  form  of  Scientology,  you  know,  manufacture 
evidence.  A  Scientology  operative  will  swear  to  anything. 

The  fact  that  it's  a  sworn  affidavit  doesn't  mean  anything. 

It  was  just  another  piece  of  the  ongoing  operation  to 
compromise  and  set  me  up. 

I  returned  to  the  U.S.  and  then  I  was  contacted  by  two 
people.  One  of  them  was  David  Kluge,  who  I  only  knew  at  that 
time  as  Joey.  The  other  one  was  Mike  Rinder,  who  I'd  known 
from  inside  the  organization  in  the  Sea  Org.  Both  of  them  — 
all  this  was  video  taped,  illegally,  covertly,  by  Gene 
Ingram.  I  didn't  know  at  the  time  and  I  talked  to  them  like 
I  ... 

S:  This  was  the  meeting  in  the  park. 

G:  Right. 

S:  The  famous  meeting  in  the  park. 

G:  Right.  You  know  there  was  a  series  of  meetings  in  the 
park  but  I  talked  to  them  like  I  talk  to  you  and  I  —  you 
know  my  language  was  atrocious.  I  made  bad  jokes.  Just 
rotten.  I  had  a  foul  mouth  at  the  time.  But  I  was  also  — 
you  know,  I  mean,  I  could  pick  up  that  there  was  something 
weird  going  on  because  what  they  would  tell  me  off  camera 
seemed  to  be  so  different  from  the  questions  that  they're  now 
we're  sitting  on  a  park  bench  and  they're  talking  to  me.  I 
was  completely  open  about  the  whole  thing,  but  I  also  knew 
that  there  was  something  weird  about  it  so  a  lot  of  what  I 
was  saying  on  the  video  tape  reflects  that  aspect  of  the 
thoughts  that  are  going  through  my  mind  about  how  strange 
this  is. 

But  there  are  some  really  funny  things  that  occurred.  If 
you've  never  seen  the  videos,  they're  very,  very  funny. 

S:  You  know  I  don't  know  in  truth  that  the  videos  were  ever 
shown.  What  I  do  know  is  that  a  transcript  of  these  meetings 
was  published  in  Freedom  News  Journal. 

G:  Right.  In  part,  part  of  it. 
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S:  In  part.  But  it  was  very  interestingly  written  because  it 
would  say  —  it  would  have  a  quote  and  it  might  be  a 
sentence,  and  then  it  would  say,  "And  then  he  said..."  and 
the  rest  was  all  just  like  editorialized,  "And  then  he  said 
this  and  this  and  de-de-de-de-de-de-de-de-de. "  And  then 
there's  a  quote.  I  felt,  "Well,  if  he  said  these  things  why 
didn't  you  just  publish  the  dialogue?  Why  are  you  giving  me 
your  interpretation  of  what  he  actually  said?" 

J:  True  to  form. 

S:  Of  course.  It  amused  me.  I  was  still  involved  in 
Scientology.  Still  a  believer.  I  saw  this.  I  have  to  tell 
you,  this  shook  me,  cause  I  went,  "This  is  nuts."  Who  could 
ever  believe  this  article?  I  was  truly,  truly  committed  to 
the  organization  at  this  point.  But  it  really  made  me  go, 
"Puleeze,  this  so  discredits  them.  Why  would  they  do  this 
this  way?" 

G:  When  they  first  broke  the  videos  in  1985  up  in  the 
Christoff erson  trial,  before  they  were  shown  to  the  jury  the 
judge  viewed  the  first  two  videos.  He  viewed  them  in  his 
chambers,  then  he  came  back  out  and  he  said,  "These  are  very 
damaging,  damaging  to  the  church."  Right.  They  polled  the 
jury  after  the  trial.  They  said  that  the  video  tapes  of  me 
only  proved  one  thing.  That  was  that  fair  game  was  alive  and 
well  in  1985. 

So,  the  Scientologists  are  so  blind.  Here's  the  way  I  think 
it  went  down.  People  are  reporting  to  Hubbard  through  this 
time  that  they  have  an  intelligence  connection  to  Armstrong. 
Hubbard  hates  Armstrong,  you  know,  cause  I've  been  saying  all 
these  things.  They've  been  telling  him  that  I  took  the 
documents . 

S :  [ . . .phrase] 

G:  Right?  I  mean,  out  of  what  I  did  came  the  Breckenridge 
decision  which  stated,  "This  guy  is  a  paranoid, 
schizophrenic."  Just  the  worst  thing  that  he  ever  wanted  to 
hear.  But  true. 

But  the  organization  could  never  tell  Hubbard  the  truth. 
Hubbard  never  could  hear  the  truth,  so  there's  a  perfect 
situation  there  for  Hubbard  to  get  a  partial  truth  and  it 
always  happened  inside  the  organization.  Then  he  would  issue 
an  order.  He  would  issue  an  order  in  this  case,  like,  "Get 
that  into  evidence.  That'll  destroy  Armstrong."  Because 
they're  telling  him,  "We've  got  video  tapes  of  Armstrong 
saying  'this,'  and  of  course,  they  take  one  line  out  of 
context."  Eut  that's  the  big  win  that  they  want  to  convey 
uplines  to  Hubbard. 
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Of  course,  Hubbard  doesn't  get  the  whole  picture,  but  now  he 
has  issued  an  order.  Now  they  have  to  jump  through  the  hoops 
to  get  those  video  tapes  —  illegally  taken,  and  the  judge 
stated  up  in  Oregon,  these  things  are  illegal.  They  fought 
to  get  them  in.  After  the  judge  said  they're  damaging 
against  the  church,  does  anyone  care?  I  had  to  go  through 
the  incredible  embarrassment  of  my  foul  mouth,  and  I  didn't 
know,  you  know,  did  I  pick  my  nose,  you  know  —  how  did  I? 

You  know  there's  four  hours  of  video  tape  where  I  was  just  a 
total  jerk. 

S:  (Laughter)  Damn  right! 

G:  But  I  understood  after  a  while  I  really  —  it  was  terrible 
to  me.  After  the  Christoff erson  trial.  When  I  knew  that  my 
friend,  Dan  Sherman  had  set  me  up,  that  the  whole  thing  was  a 
set-up,  that  they'd  video-taped  all  of  this  stuff,  the 
betrayal  was  so  awful  to  me.  I  was  suicidal  for  just  days. 

I  walked  out  of  the  courtroom.  The  judge  got  rid  of  the 
jury,  sent  everyone  home,  and  he  was  really  watching  these 
things  in  there.  And  I'm  just  sitting,  I'm  alone  out  there 
in  the  courtroom  there  for  an  hour  and  then  someone,  the 
Scienos '  lawyers  walked  in  and  made  some  complaint  about  me 
even  staying  in  the  courtroom  and  so  I  walked  outside. 

We  were  on  the  third  floor  of  the  courthouse.  The  stairs 
came  up  like  this  onto  the  third  floor  and  they  went  around 
like  that  so  there  were  two  places  where  you  could  look  down 
three  floors  onto  the  marble  floor  below.  It  looked  just  far 
enough  that  it  could  do  the  job  just  smack!  I  really 
considered  it  for  a  long  time.  I  walked  over  to  the  railing 
of  one  of  these  areas  and  I  looked  down,  and  I  was  just 
contemplating  just  ending  it  right  there.  Then  I  realized 
that  down  below  was  a  set  of  pay  phones  and  that  if  someone 
crossed  over  there  to  the  payphone  and  I  realized,  you  know, 
here  I  go  to  end  it  all  and  I  take  some  innocent  guy  out 
walking  to  the  payphones,  so  I  couldn't  do  that  so  I  walked 
over  to  the  other  one,  thinking  here's  an  opportunity.  There 
was  a  bank  of  Coke  machines.  So  I  was  just  out  to  save  some 
other  poor  guy.  I  didn't  take  my  own  life  at  the  time. 

It  was  horrible.  I  came  just  so  close.  In  my  heart,  there 
was  incredible  pain.  One  night  I  couldn't  sleep  and  there 
was  PAIN  and  so  I  couldn't  breathe.  It  was  awful.  It  went 
on  for  some  days  over  a  weekend  and  then  into  the  next  week. 

I  went  back  to  the  stand  for  10  days,  7  or  8  of  which  were 
cross-examination.  The  Great  Earle  the  Pearl  Cooley. 

So  that's  what  happened  in  1985  and  they  just  continued  after 
that.  Then  they  culled  my  pc  folders.  They  said  all  the 
most  scurrilous  stuff  out  of  my  pc  folders.  And  they  filed 
that  stuff  in  my  case  in  LA  Superior  Court. 
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S:  Well,  you  had  to  have  of  known  that  that  was  going  to 
happen. 

G:  Well,  you  get  a  sense  but  you  really  can't  believe  it 
until  you  see  it.  And  then  you  can't  believe  the  twists  that 
they  and  their  lawyers  put  on  it.  There  was  this  dream  I 
had.  I  had  a  dream  up  in  Portland  in  '85  and  this.  I  have 
had  very  few  memorable  dreams  in  my  life  and  only  one  or  two 
of  them  have  I  ever  written  down.  And  this  one  was  so  vivid 
and  so  memorable  that  I  wrote  it  down.  I  wrote  it,  I  think, 
very  concisely.  It  was  some  of  my  very  best  literature 
because  it  is  really  tight  and  really  good.  It  was  also 
really  foul.  The  language,  the  concepts  were  just  grotesque. 
But  it  was  a  great  dream.  I  sent  it  to  Dan  Sherman  because 
he's  my  literary  buddy.  It  ends  up  the  Scinos  get  it  and 

they  got  that!  And  they  want  to  put  THAT  into  evidence  in 

the  Christof ferson  trial! 

That  one  followed  me  this  last  year  it  showed  in  Johannesburg 
in  South  Africa.  The  organization  provided  it  to  the  lawyers 
over  there  to  attack  me  with.  A  dream!  And  they  twisted  that 

that  the  fact  that  I  had  a  dream  was  the  proof  of  what  a 

perverse,  distorted  guy  I  was. 

There  was  a  series  of  things.  When  I  first  arrived  in 
Boston,  in  September  of  '85,  October  '85,  they  brought 
criminal,  they  attempted  to  bring  criminal  charges  against 
me  with  the  FBI  for  impersonating  an  FBI  officer.  Five  times 
they  brought  either  flat  out  criminal,  or  quasi-criminal 
contempt  charges  against  me.  And  they  tried  the  same  thing 
in  Marin  County. 

S:  Gerry,  tell  me  something  here  for  a  minute.  What  motivates 
you.  Why  on  earth  wouldn't  you  say,  "I  did  this.  I  messed 
up.  I  made  a  wrong  choice.  I'm  just  going  to  go  away  now. 

And  have  my  life!  I  have  my  wife  and  I  have  our  birds  and..." 
whatever  you  guys  have,  I'm  trying  to  remember.  I  used  to  get 
Christmas  cards  from  you  -  I  think  you  had  birds  or  cats  or 
something. 

G:  Yeah!  We  have  birds.  We  taught  that  little  guy  to  talk. 

S:  Nicky? 

G:  Mikey. 

S:  Mikey. 

G:  Right! 

S :  I  know  you  were . 

G:  There  was  a  period  of  time,  December  '86. 


It  was  the  time 
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of  the  settlement.  And  we'll  get  back  to  the  settlement  in  a 
minute . 

I  felt  that  I  really  could  get  on  with  my  life.  I  could  do  a 
number  of  other  things.  I  began  to,  I  mean  I'd  always 
written,  but  I  wrote  seriously.  I  drew  seriously.  I  spent  a 
lot  of  time  doing  my  things.  I  had  my  own  life.  And  I 
maintained  communication  with  my  friends  who  I  did  not 
disconnect  as  a  result  of  the  settlement.  The  organization 
may  have  felt  that  I  should  have  or  that  I  had  to  or  that  I 
was  contracted  to  but  I  didn't  do  that.  But  I  really  had  my 
own  life  and  I  wasn't  involved  in  anyone's  litigation.  And  I 
didn't  have  to  do  anything  about  them  for  a  period  of  time. 

But  the  organization  couldn't  quit.  They  couldn't  let  the 
Breckenridge  decision  stand.  They  couldn't  let  my  image 
stand,  whatever  X  represented  to  them  so  they  continued  to 
attack.  They  continued  in  a  false  —  what  they  call  a  Dead 
Agent  pack  that  they  put  out  against  Bent  Corydon  in  1987. 
They  did  it  in  the  Russell  Miller  case,  London  in  1987.  They 
filed  8  absolutely  false,  scurrilous  affidavits  regarding  me, 
specific  to  me  in  that  case. 

S:  And  this  was  post-settlement  agreement. 

G:  Post-settlement  agreement.  Gene  Ingram  provided  an  edited 
version  of  the  video  tapes  --  the  illegal  video  tapes  to  the 
London  Sunday  Times. 

S:  Can  I  ask  you  something?  In  this  settlement,  does  it 
clearly  state  that  this  was  not  allowed?  In  the  settlement 
agreement?  I  mean,  were  they  thus  in  violation  of  the 
settlement  agreement? 

G:  In  my  opinion,  yes!  Because  the  settlement  agreement, 
unless  it  worked  two  ways,  didn't  work  at  all.  But  if  it  was 
only  one-way,  then  they  relieved  me  of  any  duty  to  perform  by 
their  doing  that.  In  other  words,  they  cannot  —  if  the 
settlement  agreement  was  only  a  lop-sided,  one-sided 
settlement  agreement,  that's  fine!  I  honor  it  and  I'm 
silent.  I  don't  do  anything  to  violate  it.  Then  everything 
works  fine  as  long  as  they  don't.  But  as  soon  as  they,  in  a 
new,  as  they  would  say,  unit  of  time  do  something,  I  clearly 
have  the  constitutional  right  to  respond  and  speak  out.  They 
waived  the  right  that  they  had  to  remain  silent  whether  it 
said  they  had  to  remain  silent  or  not. 

Additionally  — 

S:  Did  it  say?  That  they  did?  I  mean,  was  it  one  of  those 
agreements  that  Okay,  we're  just  going  to  both  let  by-gones 
be  by-gones? 
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G:  Exactly  the  words  in  it,  yes.  Any  one  would  interpret 
it  that  way.  And  anyone  did.  But  THEY  interpret  it  by 
saying  — 

S:  You  should  let  bygones  be  bygones  and  get  over  it  but  they 
didn't  have  to. 

G:  Not  only  that!  That  they  have  a  right  to  say  whatever 
they  want  that  I  must  remain  silent  even  if  they  can  say  that 
I  was  an  ax  murderer?  And  I  must  remain  silent!  It  doesn't 
work.  But  not  only  that,  I  realized  that  my  silence  was  in 
fact  an  obstruction  of  justice.  Because  all  of  those  people 
who  depended  on  my  testimony,  and  I  have  great  testimony 
regarding  the  fraud  of  Scientology,  was  vital  to  anyone  who'd 
been  defrauded  by  Scientology.  So  I  felt  that  I  really  have 
a  right  and  a  duty  now  to  stand  up  to  the  organization.  If  I 
did  not  — 

S:  So  you  were  feeling  like  you  were  getting  over  it  and  you 
wanted  to  leave  it  alone  and  you  wanted  to  get  ahold  of  your 
life,  for  a  period  of  time  until  they  began  to  lash  out  at 
you,  at  which  point  you  said,  "Hey,  I  don't  need  to  lay  down, 
run  over  me . " 

G:  There  was  a  series  of  —  even  though  they  published  the 
Corydon  Dead  Agent  pack,  even  though  they  published  the 
material  in  the  Russell  Miller  case  in  1987,  shortly  after  the 
settlement  agreement,  I  didn't  do  anything.  I  didn't  do 
anything  until  I  got  a  series  of  telephone  calls  from  Larry 
Heller,  organization  attorney  threatening  me  with  law  --  with 
being  sued  if  I  were  to  even  testify  pursuant  to  a  subpoena. 

So  I  knew  at  this  point,  "This  has  gone  too  far."  And  what 
happened  was  I  was  subpoena'd  to  testify  in  a  deposition  in 
the  Bent  Corydon  case.  Toby  Plevin  subpoenaed  me.  Now  I  had 
maintained  some  communication  with  Bent  because  he  is  my 
friend.  I  had  not  assisted  him  in  any  way  in  his  litigation 
because  I  had  agreed  not  to  do  that  but  I  knew  that  if  he 
subpoenaed  me,  that  that  was  senior  to  whatever  settlement 
agreement  existed. 

Another  aspect  of  the  settlement  agreement  that  you  should 
know,  was  that  I  was  told  before  signing  it  by  my  lawyer, 

Mike  Flynn,  that  it  was  "not  worth  the  paper  it  is  printed 
on.  You  do  not  have  to  obey  this.  It  cannot  be  enforced." 

So  I  signed  in  large  part  because  Mike  Flynn  said  that. 

Now,  in  addition  to  that,  Mike  Flynn  had  told  me  through  time 
—  and  I  had  grown  to  understand  that  1)  the  organization  had 
attempted  to  assassinate  him  2)  it  had  destroyed  his  marriage 
and  3)  he  had  to  get  out  of  the  litigation  for  those  reasons. 
So  I  was  faced  with,  if  I  don't  sign,  then  all  of  these  other 
people  don't  get  to  settle,  my  lawyer  can't  get  out  of  the 
litigation,  it's  going  to  go  on  forever,  and  in  addition  to 
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that,  I've  been  told  by  my  own  lawyer  it's  unenforceable,  it's 
not  worth  the  paper  it's  printed  on.  So  sure,  I'll  go  ahead 
and  sign  this  thing  and  I  will  even  attempt  to  honor  it 
knowing  that  the  only  hope  for  a  settlement  with  that 
organization  is  if  they  do  change  their  spots  if  they  do 
indeed  turn  over  a  new  leaf,  if  they  do  indeed  repudiate  fair 
game.  They  haven't  done  it.  Hence  we  now  are  again  locked 
in  battle. 

S:  Now  what  is  your  litigation  with  the  Church  of 
Scientology? 

G:  They  brought  a  lawsuit  to  attempt  to  enforce  the 
settlement  agreement.  In  May  of  this  last  year,  there  was  a 
hearing  here  in  Los  Angeles  in  front  of  Judge  Sohigian.  The 
organization  claims  that  they  got  a  great  big  win  out  of  it 
and  that  I  am  enjoined  pursuant  to  the  settlement  agreement. 
Not  true!  Judge  specifically  said  that  he  would  not  enforce 
the  settlement  agreement  other  than  one  very  narrow  issue. 

The  very  narrow  issue  is  that  I  cannot  except  pursuant  to  a 
subpoena,  assist  someone  intending  to  file  a  claim  or  pressing 
a  claim  against  the  organization.  Now  that  we  are  appealing 
even  that  narrow  ruling,  because  that's  unenforceable  because 
if  you  construe  that  my. . .  that  this  video  could  possibly 
indirectly  help  someone  in  the  future,  I  can't  do  this.  And 
not  only  that  but  if  you  consider  that  my  existence  indirectly 
or  directly  helps  someone,  then  I'll  oblige  to  take  my  own 
life.  In  other  words  then  I  must  stop  breathing.  It's 
unenforceable  hence  I  feel  that  I  am  completely  at  liberty  to 
associate  with  whomever  I  want,  to  talk  to  whomever  I  want, 
and  I  act  in  life  that  way. 

And  that  is  in  part  why  I  am  here  at  this  event  now,  why  I 
came  to  the  CAN  Conference. 

S:  OK,  so  what  are  your  further  plans?  I  mean,  you're  doing 
great,  now. 

G:  I  want  to  run  a  236  marathon. 

S:  236  what?  236  yards? 

G:  2  hour  and  36  minutes  marathon.  And  I  want  to.. 

S:  That's  what  you  do,  you  run. 

G:  I  run.  So  I  want  to  do  that.  And  I  want  to  end  the 
litigation  and  I  want,  you  know,  peace  for  everyone.  I  want 
to  reform  the  economic  system  of  the  world  and  that's  mainly 
it.  I  don't  have  any  designs  on  the  U.S.  presidency. 


S:  Presently. 


G:  I  can't  have,  I'm  Canadian. 
S:  That's  right. 

G:  OK  are  we  done  here? 


End  of  Tape 
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CASH  CRITIC:  Gerald  Armstrong  of 
San  Anselmo  reflects  on  how  the  world  I 
would  be  a  better  place  without  money 

Is  money 
the  root  of 
problems? 

Critic  of  cash,  credit 
urges  monetary  abolition 

By  Richard  Polito 

Independent  Journal  reporter 

Gerald  Armstrong  has  an  idea  for  deal¬ 
ing  with  the  national  debt  —  write  it  off. 
Forget  it.  It  doesn’t  exist. 

It’s  that  easy. 

The  novel  prescription  for  fixing  the 
fiscal  fiasco  is  only  part  of  Armstrong’s  * 
larger  message  that  money  should  be  abol-  - 
ished.  No  more  pay  checks,  no  more  loan  \ 
payments,  no  more  taxes,  and  forget  that  / 
$20  you  owed  your  brother-in-law. 

Bank  presidents  would  clean  up  litter. 
Donald  Trump  could  get  a  real  job.  The 
Financial  District  would  be  a  ghost  town 
with  marble  lobbies  —  and  lots  of  park-  • 
ing. 

And  it  all  starts  today.  i 

In  a  rare  moment  of  realism,  Armstrong 
admits  today’s  deadline  “is  probably  not- 
going  to  be  achieved.”  • 


^Renouncing  cash,  credit 

Armstrong,  self-proclaimed  founder  of 
the  Organization  of  United  Renunciants, 
set  the  date  for  people  who  have  taken  his 
“pledge  of  renunciation”  to  stop  using 
money.  Fellow  renunciants  will  renounce 
all  cash  and  credit,  stop  taking  money, 
stop  paying  with  money,  forgive  all  their 
f  debts  and  stop  keeping  financial  records. 

The  critic  of  credit  has  already  put  his 
money  where  his  doubts  are.  He  gave  it  all 
away.  And  it  was  more  than  pocket 
change. 

Armstrong  won  an  $800,000  settlement 
in  a  harassment  suit  against  the  Church 
of  Scientology  six  years  ago.  Once  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  inner  circle,  he  is  now  a  vocal 
critic. 

Armstrong  doesn’t  expect  everyone  to 
buy  in  from  the  start,  just  “somewhere  be¬ 
tween  1  and  11  percent.” 

He’s  a  tad  short.  Armstrong  can  count 

only  a  handful  of  friends  as  converts,  but 
he  is  trying  to  get  the  word  out.  Detailed 
proposals  have  gone  out  to  Bill  Clinton, 
Ross  Perot  and  Pete  Wilson  (no  one  has 
tapped  him  for  an  economic  advisory  post 
just  yet.)  He  has  also  written  to  the  New. 
York  Times  and  other  mega-media. 

Ted  Koppel  has  not  called. 

Money  considered  valueless 

Armstrong  is  not  discouraged. 

The  monetary  messiah  insists  there  is 
much  about  daily  life  that  will  not  change. 
People  will  still  go  to  work,  shop  at  the 
market  and  pick  out  a  new  car  every  few  • 
years.  They  just  wouldn’t  exchange  any 
money  along  the  way. 

Money,  in  Armstrong’s  eyes,  has  no 
value  and  the  existence  of  money  has  cre¬ 
ated  entire  industries  that  do  nothing 
more  than  transfer  mythical  essences  of 
value  from  one  account  to  another. 

In  Armstrong’s  cashless  Utopia,  there 
would  be  total  employment  because  peo¬ 
ple  could  do  jobs  they  wanted  to  do  and 
companies  could  employ  more  workers 
because  they  would  not  have  to  pay  them. 
Farmers  would  still  farm.  Autoworkers 
would  still  make  cars.  Sewer  workers 
would  still  shovel  sludge. 

And  Disneyland  would  no  longer  charge 
admission. 


DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  ROQ&ld  M«  SohigidH,  Judge 
1 

BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 

Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 

Counsel  For 
Plainti ff 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OT  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


In  this  matter  heretofore  taken  under  submission  on  May  27,  1992,  the 
court  now  makes  the  following  ruling. 


of 

(5) 


1  Plaintiff's  legal  remedies  are  inadequate  insofar  as  the  scope 
relief  ordered  below  is  concerned,  but  not  otherwise.  CCP  526(4)  and 


2  The  threatened  acts  which  are  restrained  by  the  order  referred 
to  below,  but  only  those  threatened  acts,  would  do  irreparable  harm  to 
plaintiff  which  could  not  be  compensated  by  monetary  damages.  CCP 

526(2) . 


3  On  the  basis  of  the  instant  record,  there  is  a  reasonable 
probability  that  plaintiff  will  prevail  after  trial  of  this  case  in  the 
respects  restrained  by  this  order.  CCP  526(1)?  cf.,  San  Francisco 
Newspaper  Printing  Co.,  Inc,  vs.  Superior  Court  (Miller^  (1985)  170  Cal. 
App.  3d  438. 


4  Plaintiff  is  likely  to  suffer  greater  injury  from  denial  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  the  terms  of  which  are  set  out  below  than  the 
injury  which  defendant  is  likely  to  suffer  if  it  is  granted.  See 
Robbins  vs.  Superior  Court  (County  of  Sacramento!  (1985)  38  Cal.  3d  199, 
2  06. 


5  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  injunction  in  the  terms  set  out 
below  will  preserve  the  status  quo  pending  trial. 
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DEPT.  88 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ron&ld  M«  SOlUGf  1  All ,  Judge 

la 


M.  C 
None 


Cervantes ,  Deputy  Clerk 


CE.R.M. ) 


BC  052395 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Church  of  Scientology,  International 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


VS  . 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 
27,  1992 

6  Application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  granted  in  part,  in 
the  following  respects  o*ily. 

Defendant  Gerald  Armstrong,  his  agents,  and  persons  acting  in 
concert  or  conspiracy  with  him  (excluding  attorneys  at  law  who  are 
not  said  defendant's  agents  or  retained  by  him)  are  restrained  and 
enjoined  during  the  pendency  of  this  suit  pending  further  order  of 
court  from  doing  directly  or  indirectly  any  of  the  following: 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  intending  to  make,  intending  to  press, 
intending  to  arbitrate,  or  intending  to  litigate  a  claim 
against  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual 
Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December, 
1986  regarding  such  claim  or  regarding  pressing,  arbitrating, 
or  litigating  it. 

Voluntarily  assisting  any  person  (not  a  governmental 
organ  or  entity)  arbitrating  or  litigating  a  claim  against  the 
persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1  of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All 
Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of  December,  1986. 

The  court  does  not  intend  by  the  foregoing  to  prohibit 
defendant  Armstrong  from:  (a)  being  reasonably  available  for  the 
service  of  subpoenas  on  him;  (b)  accepting  service  of  subpoenas  on 
him  without  physical  resistance,  obstructive  tactics,  or  flight; 
(c)  testifying  fully  and  fairly  in  response  to  properly  put 
questions  either  in  deposition,  at  trial,  or  in  other  legal  or 
arbitration  proceedings;  (d)  properly  reporting  or  disclosing  to 
authorities  criminal  conduct  of  the  persons  referred  to  in  sec.  1 
of  the  "Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  Agreement"  of 
December,  1986;  or  (e)  engaging  in  gainful  employment  rendering 
clerical  or  paralegal  services  not  contrary  to  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  this  order. 
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SUPERIOR  COURT  OP  CALIFORNIA  ,  COUNTY  OP  LOS  ANGELES 


Date:  May  28,  1992 

Honorable  Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  judge 
lb 


M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 
None  (e.r.m.) 


BC  052395 

Church  of  Scientology,  International 
vs . 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Counsel  For 
Plaint i ff 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counsel  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OT  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


The  application  for  preliminary  injunction  is  otherwise  denied. 


7  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  will  become 
effective  upon  plaintiff's  posting  an  undertaking  in  the  sum  of  $70,000 
pursuant  to  CCP  529(a)  by  12:00  noon  on  June  5,  1992. 


8  The  restraints  referred  to  in  sec.  6,  above,  properly  balance 
and  accommodate  the  policies  inherent  in:  (a)  the  protectable  interests 
of  the  parties  to  this  suit;  (b)  the  protectable  interests  of  the  public 
at  large;  (c)  the  goal  of  attaining  full  and  impartial  justice  through 
legitimate  and  properly  informed  civil  and  criminal  judicial  proceedings 
and  arbitrations;  (d)  the  gravity  of  interest  involved  in  what  the 
record  demonstrates  defendant  might  communicate  in  derogation  of  the 
contractual  language;  and  (e)  the  reasonable  interpretation  of  the 
"Mutual  Release  of  All  Claims  and  Settlement  AgreementH  of  December, 
1986.  The  fair  interpretation  of  all  the  cases  cited  by  the  parties 
indicates  that  this  is  the  correct  decisional  process.  The  law 
appropriately  favors  settlement  agreements.  Obviously,  one  limitation 
on  freedom  of  contract  is  "public  policy";  in  determining  what  the  scope 
of  the  public  policy  limitation  on  the  parties'  rights  to  enforcement  of 
their  agreement  in  the  specific  factual  context  of  this  case,  the  court 
has  weighed  the  factors  referred  to  in  the  first  sentence  of  this 
section.  Litigants  have  a  substantial  range  of  contractual  freedom, 
even  to  the  extent  of  agreeing  not  to  assert  or  exercise  rights  which 
they  might  otherwise  have.  The  instant  record  shows  that  plaintiff  was 
substantially  compensated  as  an  aspect  of  the  agreement,  and  does  not 
persuasively  support  defendant's  claim  of  duress  or  that  the  issues 
involved  in  this  preliminary  injunction  proceeding  were  precluded  by  any 
prior  decision. 
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M.  Cervantes,  Deputy  Clerk 


None 


(E.R.H. ) 


BC  052395 


(Parties  and  Counsel  checked  if  present) 


Church  of  Scientology,  International 


Counsel  For 
Plaintiff 


VS  . 


Gerald  Armstrong,  et  al. 


Counaal  For 
Defendant 


No  Appearances 


NATURE  OF  PROCEEDINGS:  RULING  ON  MATTER  TAKEN  UNDER  SUBMISSION  ON  MAY 

27,  1992 


9  The  court  does^not  dispositively  decide  the  underlying  merits 
of  the  case  except  for *this  preliminary  determination.  CCP  526(1); 
BaYBflint  Mortgage  Coro,  vs.  Crest  Premium  Real  Estate  etc.  Trust  (1985) 

168  Cal.  App.  3d  818,  823. 


10  Plaintiff  is  ordered  give  written  notice  by  mail  by  June  5, 
1992,  including  in  that  written  notice  a  statement  regarding  whether 
plaintiff  has  or  has  not  posted  the  undertaking  referred  to  in  sec.  7, 
above,  and  attaching  to  that  written  notice  evidence  showing  that  the 
undertaking  has  been  posted  if  that  is  the  fact. 


DATED:  May  28,  1992. 


RONALD  M.  S0HIG1AN 


RONALD  M.  SOHIGIAN 
Judge  of  the  Superior  Court 


A  copy  of  this  minute  order  is  sent  to  counsel  via  United  States  mail 
this  date. 
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Attorneys  for  Plaintiff 

CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  INTERNATIONAL 
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SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
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FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 
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CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 
INTERNATIONAL,  a  California 
not-for-profit  religious 
corporation; 

Plaintiff, 

vs . 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1 
through  25,  inclusive, 


Defendants. 


)  Case  No.  BC  052395 

) 

)  NOTICE  OF  RULING 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 


TO  ALL  PARTIES  AND  THEIR  ATTORNEYS  OF  RECORD: 

PLEASE  TAKE  NOTICE  that  on  May  28,  1992,  the  Honorable 
Ronald  M.  Sohigian,  Judge  of  the  Los  Angeles  Superior  Court, 
entered  an  Order  granting  in  part  plaintiff's  motion  for 
preliminary  injunction.  A  true  and  correct  copy  of  the  order  so 
entered  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  A. 

PLEASE  TAKE  FURTHER  NOTICE  that  plaintiff  has  posted  the 
undertaking  referred  to  in  paragraph  7  of  the  Order,  evidence  of 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1: 

1' 

2( 

2 

2; 

2: 

2> 

2! 

2i 

2' 
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which  is  attached  hereto  as  Exhibit  B 


DATED:  June  5, 


H : \ARNSTRON\NQT I CE . RUl 


1992  Respectfully  submitted, 

Andrew  H.  Wilson 
WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 


BOWLES  &  MOXON 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd.,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  June  5,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 
follows: 

(  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelopes  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Paul  Morantz  BY  U.S.  MAIL 

P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[X]  BY  MAIL 

[X]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 
envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 


Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 

I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  235 
Montgomery  Street,  Suite  450,  San  Francisco,  CA  94104. 

On  June  5,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 
follows : 


[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelope,^  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Ford  Greene  BY  U.S.  MAIL 
Hub  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  9490-1949 


[X]  BY  MAIL 

[X]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[  ]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** (BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 


envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the 
above  is  true  and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 
whose  direction  the  service  was  made. 


J. 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must/be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 


**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 

I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd. ,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  CA  90028. 

On  June  5,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document  described 
as  NOTICE  OF  RULING  on  interested  parties  in  this  action  as 
follows : 


[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed 
envelope^  as  stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list? 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy 
thereof  in  a  sealed  envelope  addressed  as  follows: 

Graham  Berry  BY  U.S.  MAIL 
Lewis,  D'Amato,  Brisbois  &  Bisgaard 
221  N.  Figueroa  St.  Suite  1200 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90012 


[x]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los 
Angeles,  California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with 
postage  thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[x]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the 
firm's  practice  of  collection  and  processing 
correspondence  for  mailing.  Under  that  practice 
it  would  be  deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on 
that  same  day  with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid 
at  Los  Angeles,  California  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business.  I  am  aware  that  on  motion  of  party 
served,  service  is  presumed  invalid  if  postal 
cancellation  date  or  postage  meter  date  is  more 
than  one  day  after  date  of  deposit  for  mailing  an 
affidavit. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** ( BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such 


envelopes  by  hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  June  5,  1992  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws 
of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above  is  true 
and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the 
office  of  a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at 

uhnae  Hirertinn  rhs  aervine  was  mads. 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing 
envelope  in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of 
messenger) 


PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ) 

)  ss . 

COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES  ) 

I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Los  Angeles,  State  of 
California.  I  am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  (18)  years  and  not  a 
party  to  the  within  action.  My  business  address  is  6255  Sunset 
Blvd. ,  Suite  2000,  Hollywood,  California  90028. 

On  December  31,  1992,  I  served  the  foregoing  document 
described  as  EX  PARTE  APPLICATION  FOR  ORDER  TO  SHOW  CAUSE  WHY 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG  SHOULD  NOT  BE  HELD  IN  CONTEMPT;  MEMORANDUM  OF 
POINTS  AND  AUTHORITIES;  DECLARATIONS  OF  LAURIE  BARTILSON  AND 
KENDRICK  L.  MOXON  AND  SUPPORTING  EXHIBITS  on  interested  parties 
in  this  action, 

[  ]  by  placing  the  true  copies  thereof  in  sealed  envelopes  as 
stated  on  the  attached  mailing  list; 

[X]  by  placing  [  ]  the  original  [X]  a  true  copy  thereof  in 
sealed  envelopes  addressed  as  follows: 

FORD  GREENE 
HUB  Law  Offices 

711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  CA  9490-1949 

PAUL  MORANTZ 
P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 
[X]  BY  MAIL 

[  ]  *1  deposited  such  envelope  in  the  mail  at  Los  Angeles, 
California.  The  envelope  was  mailed  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid. 

[X]  As  follows:  I  am  "readily  familiar"  with  the  firm's 
practice  of  collection  and  processing  correspondece 
for  mailing.  Under  that  practice  it  would  be 
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deposited  with  U.S.  postal  service  on  that  same  day 
with  postage  thereon  fully  prepaid  at  Los  Angeles, 
California  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business.  I  am 
aware  that  on  motion  of  party  served,  service  is 
presumed  invalid  if  postal  cancellation  date  or 
postage  meter  date  is  more  than  one  day  after  date  of 
deposit  for  mailing  in  affidavit. 

Executed  on  December  31,  1992,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[  ]  ** (BY  PERSONAL  SERVICE)  I  delivered  such  envelope  by 
hand  to  the  offices  of  the  addressee. 

Executed  on  _ ,  1992,  at  Los  Angeles,  California. 

[X]  (State)  I  declare  under  penalty  of  the  laws  of  the  State 
of  California  that  the  above  is  true  and  correct. 

[  ]  (Federal)  I  declare  that  I  am  employed  in  the  office  of 
a  member  of  the  bar  of  this  court  at  whose  direction  the 
service  was  made. 


Type  or  Print  Name 


*  (By  Mail,  signature  must  be  of  person  depositing  envelope 
in  mail  slot,  box  or  bag) 

**  (For  personal  service  signature  must  be  that  of  messenger) 


